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U n i v e r s i t y of Durham Master of A r t s 
Author: JesiSs E c h e v a r r f a 
T i t l e of T h e s i s : 
fa r e - a p p r a i s a l of Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y i n the l i g h t of 
modern s c h o l a r s h i p . 
ABSTRACT 
The main aim of the t h e s i s i s to present Origen's 
c h r i s t o l o g y w i t h i n a h i s t o r i c a l p e r s p e c t i v e t a k i n g i n t o 
account r e c e n t c r i t i c a l work. 
Chapter one d e a l s with the l i f e and times of Origen 
and examines the s i g n i f i c a n c e of these i n a s s e s s i n g h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y . 
Chapter two looks at the work of Origen and i d e n t i f i e s 
the r e l e v a n t extant t e x t s which can be used to l o c a t e h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y . 
Chapter three launches i n t o a c r i t i c a l examination of 
h i s a c t u a l c h r i s t o l o g y , gathered from h i s t e x t s and other 
important s c h o l a r s i n t h i s f i e l d . I t a l s o r a i s e s the 
i s s u e s of the subordination i n h i s concept of the Trinity, 
h i s understanding of the I n c a r n a t i o n and the Redemption, 
h i s d o c t r i n e of the pre-existence and h i s concept of the 
t i t l e s of C h r i s t . 
Chapter four examines Origen's anci e n t c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
legacy, with s p e c i f i c reference to h i s orthodoxy and h i s 
involvement i n the e a r l y c h r i s t o l o g i c a l c o n t r o v e r s i e s , such 
as Arianism. The charges a g a i n s t Origen are t a c k l e d and 
r e f u t e d , showing that Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y was orthodox 
w i t h i n h i s l i f e t i m e . 
Chapter f i v e looks at Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y i n modern 
p a t r i s t i c s c h o l a r s h i p , which leans i n Origen's favour. The 
second p a r t of the chapter looks at the r e l e v a n c e of Origen 
i n modern c h r i s t o l o g y . Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y i s compared 
with modern c h r i s t o l o g i e s , and an attempt a t c o n s t r u c t i n g a 
new c h r i s t o l o g y based on Origen's, i n order to demonstrate 
how i t could be used today. 
A f t e r b r i e f l y being contrasted to L i b e r a t i o n Theology, 
Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y i s re-appraised. The f i n a l c o n c l u s i o n 
i s reached i n the v i n d i c a t i o n of the orthodoxy of Origen's 
c h r i s t o l o g y w i t h i n h i s own time, and i n the a s s e r t i o n that 
Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y i s not systematic. F i n a l l y , some 
areas are suggested fo r f u r t h e r r e s e a r c h . 
STATEMENT OF COPYRIGHT 
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INTRODUCTION. 
The main aim of t h i s t h e s i s w i l l be to examine and 
r e - a p p r a i s e the c h r i s t o l o g y of Origen, the Alexandrian 
e a r l y Church f a t h e r . 
The are three b a s i c reasons why such a study appears 
r e l e v a n t today. The f i r s t has much to do with the 
renewed i n t e r e s t i n Origen's work over the past few 
years, such that modern s c h o l a r s h i p has begun to provide 
us with a more complete p i c t u r e of h i s thought. I t i s 
hoped t h a t t h i s study can bring much of what has been 
discovered i n t o a s i n g l e manageable volume. 
The second reason i s due to the r a p i d development of 
modern c h r i s t o l o g y i n general, such t h a t i t has moved 
from a seemingly s t a t i c p o s i t i o n i n the Chalcedonian 
Formula, to a very dynamic one, a t the very f o r e f r o n t of 
t h e o l o g i c a l and e c c l e s i a s t i c a l debates; f o r i n s t a n c e , i n 
the r o l e that c h r i s t o l o g y has had i n the development of 
L i b e r a t i o n Theology. I t i s imperative then t h a t anything 
t h a t can shed l i g h t on the c h r i s t o l o g i c a l i s s u e s f a c i n g 
us today be studied. 
F i n a l l y , Origen's thought has endured over eighteen 
c e n t u r i e s and i s part of what makes up our C h r i s t i a n 
h e r i t a g e . A deeper understanding of i t can only be of 
b e n e f i t i n helping us to make sense of that C h r i s t i a n 
h e r i t a g e . Such thought must not be allowed to fade away 
and f i n a l l y disappear, but must be r e - a p p r a i s e d and 
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r e - s t a t e d p e r i o d i c a l l y i n order to keep i t f r e s h and 
r e l e v a n t , much l i k e c e r t a i n h i s t o r i c a l events must not be 
allowed to be forgotten, l e s t we make the same mistakes 
again. 
The task then, w i l l be to piece together a coherent 
p i c t u r e of h i s c h r i s t o l o g y and t e s t i t a g a i n s t both the 
o l d and new, i n order to i n c r e a s e our understanding of 
i t , and i n order to make i t r e l e v a n t to C H r i s t i a n i t y 
today. 
I n a r e l a t i v e l y recent c h r i s t o l o g i c a l book, Jesus of 
Nazareth, a B e l g i a n theologian working i n L a t i n America, 
Jose Comblin, s e t himself the task of "meditating" 
e x c l u s i v e l y on the humanity of Jesus. He s t a t e s : 
" I n t h i s book we intend to meditate 
on the human - simply human - l i f e of 
Jesus C h r i s t . We want to examine again 
t h i s Jesus of Nazareth j u s t as the d i s c i p l e s 
knew him and understood him - or d i d not 
understand him - when they walked with him 
i n the v a l l e y s of G a l i l e e , roaming the 
v i l l a g e s of I s r a e l , when they d i d not know 
him as Lord and Son of God. We want to see 
t h i s Jesus j u s t as he appeared when he had 
not yet manifested h i s personal bond with 
God: when, to the eyes of the d i s c i p l e s , he 
was s t i l l only a man"'1 
I t appears as a f a i r l y standard modern 
c h r i s t o l o g i c a l approach from below, and could be seen as 
t y p i c a l f o r i t s time and l o c a t i o n i n the world. I t i s 
true to say that c h r i s t o l o g y has indeed changed 
d r a m a t i c a l l y from the time of Origen, our chosen 
protagonist, to the L i b e r a t i o n c h r i s t o l o g y of L a t i n 
1. Comblin, 1979, p. 1. 
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America. But there does seem to be a p a r a l l e l between 
what Comblin s e t s out to do, and the main t h r u s t of t h i s 
t h e s i s . 
While i t would be presumptuous to suggest that 
Origen can be equated to J e s u s , i t seems that the task 
f a c i n g us i s s i m i l a r . We must t r y to consider Origen, 
the man, r a t h e r than Origen, the myth. We must t r y to 
examine Origen as h i s contemporaries understood him, 
without the baggage of l a t e r c o n t r o v e r s i e s , without the 
l a t e r perceptions of him. We want to see Origen j u s t as 
he appeared when he had not yet manifested h i s greatness, 
or n o t o r i e t y , as the case has been. Only then can we 
d i s c o v e r what h i s theology was about. And only then can 
we r e - a p p r a i s e h i s c h r i s t o l o g y . 
Most of Origen's d e t r a c t o r s , and c e r t a i n l y a l l of 
those who had any r e a l say i n terms of the power to 
condemn him, a l l l i v e d many years a f t e r h i s death. By 
t h i s time, they were i n f a c t f i g h t i n g not the r e a l 
Origen, but the developed Origen as seen by those who 
considered themselves O r i g e n i s t s . T h i s p a r a l l e l s the 
idea put forward by some theologians, such as James 
Mackey, for example, that the C h r i s t of the New Testament 
i s a created myth (Mackey blames Paul f o r d i s t o r t i n g 
C h r i s t ' s theology and mythologising Him 2) which bears 
l i t t l e resemblance to the h i s t o r i c a l . 
2. Mackey, 1979, pp. 174-195 
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Most of the time, Origen i s rebuked f o r not having 
had the f o r e s i g h t to p r e d i c t future events such as the 
Ar i a n c o n f l i c t , as i f , l i k e Jesus has i n some high 
c h r i s t o l o g i e s , he should have had some form of 
pre-knowledge. 
I n a sense, we need to approach Origen's 
c h r i s t o l o g y , Origen's thought, "from below" as i t were. 
From a p e r s p e c t i v e of the h i s t o r i c a l . 
Therefore we w i l l begin our study of h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y , not by beginning with the I n c a r n a t i o n , but 
by p l a c i n g Origen the man i n the context of h i s own time. 
Only then can we judge, for example, the orthodoxy of h i s 
d o c t r i n e of the Inc a r n a t i o n . For t h i s reason, an 
examination of h i s l i f e and times i s e s s e n t i a l to a 
c o r r e c t understanding of h i s thought. 
Only then w i l l we be able to look i n d e t a i l a t h i s 
thought. But before we can proceed, we need to i d e n t i f y 
what he wrote, where i t s u r v i v e s and how, i n order not to 
a t t r i b u t e to him something which i s not h i s , or remove 
from h i s thought that which was present. To t h i s end, an 
examination of Origen's work w i l l be neces s a r y . These 
two together, h i s l i f e and h i s work, w i l l then serve as 
an informing framework on which to hang h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g i c a l thought. 
We w i l l then proceed to i d e n t i f y and ana l y s e h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y from h i s extant t e x t s , earmarking any areas 
of concern encountered. 
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But once we have t h i s c h r i s t o l o g y i n our grasp, why 
should we be i n t e r e s t e d i n i t ? What has a c h r i s t o l o g y of 
a man who was born over eighteen c e n t u r i e s ago have to 
o f f e r us now? Indeed, one that has been so 
comprehensively condemned? What can we p o s s i b l y l e a r n 
from a man whose outlook on the World was so d i f f e r e n t to 
our own contemporary thought? What can we gain by going 
over an ancie n t and seemingly i r r e l e v a n t old ground? 
Our answer i s twofold. F i r s t l y , as our methods of 
s c h o l a r s h i p improve, some have come to the c o n c l u s i o n 
that a great i n j u s t i c e has been done to t h i s 
e x traordinary f i g u r e over the years, and that h i s thought 
deserved a more sympathetic hearing. 
Secondly, might i t j u s t be p o s s i b l e that, l i k e an 
ol d s h e l l , i t may contain a p r i c e l e s s p e a r l which w i l l 
i l l u m i n a t e our understanding of Jesus C h r i s t ? The only 
way to be sure i s to f i n d out. 
To t h i s end then, f i r s t l y we w i l l continue with a 
review of Origen's a n c i e n t c h r i s t o l o g i c a l legacy, i n 
order to f i n d why i t a t t r a c t e d such vehement c r i t i c i s m i n 
the ancient Church. 
We w i l l then follow t h i s by an examination of h i s 
modern c h r i s t o l o g i c a l legacy, which w i l l d e a l with not 
only what modern s c h o l a r s h i p has discovered about h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y , but a l s o with the relevance of i t i n today's 
c h r i s t o l o g i c a l c l i m a t e . 
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Our review over then, and a l l the evidence gathered, 
we w i l l then be i n a p o s i t i o n to make a judgement on the 
value of Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y and i t s treatment i n 
h i s t o r y , as w e l l as i n d i c a t e f u r t h e r future r e s e a r c h 
pathways. T h i s w i l l bring our study of Origen's 
c h r i s t o l o g y to i t s conclusion. 
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CHAPTER ONE. 
ORIGEM'S L I F E AMD TIMES. 
While an exhaustive biography of Origen i s not 
required f o r the purposes of t h i s t h e s i s , i t w i l l be 
necessary to p l a c e the man i n an h i s t o r i c a l s e t t i n g , i n 
order to e x p l a i n l a t e r , some of the reasons why he 
thought as he did; and there can be no doubt that the 
r e l i g i o - p o l i t i c a l s i t u a t i o n i n h i s time i s a major 
i n f l u e n c e on the development of h i s theology. 
There are v a r i o u s sources a v a i l a b l e to us which 
enable us to pi e c e together Origen's l i f e q u i t e 
a c c u r a t e l y . F i r s t l y , h i s own w r i t i n g s contain 
a u t o b i o g r a p h i c a l d e t a i l s 1 . Secondly, w r i t i n g s from 
others such as the speech of thanks by St. Gregory 
Thaumaturgus 2, and Pamphilus' Apology for Origen, as w e l l 
as numerous other mentions i n the works of Jerome, 
Socrates the H i s t o r i a n and Photius. T h i r d l y , but most 
importantly, i n Eusebius' Ecclesiastical History, where 
he devotes a considerable portion of Book VI to the l i f e 
of Origen. T h i s i s based on a l a r g e c o l l e c t i o n of 
Origen's correspondence, kept a t C a e s a r e a 3 . I t i s as 
1. Crouzel, 1989, p. 1. 
2. Nautin c o n t e s t s t h i s authorship, a t t r i b u t i n g i t to a 
p u p i l of Origen he c a l l s Theodore. However, Crouzel 
r e j e c t s t h i s a s s e r t i o n i n h i s a r t i c l e " F a i t - i l v o i r t r o i s 
personnages en Gregorie l e Thamaturge" i n Gregorianum 60, 
1979, pp. 287-320, and i n h i s book Origen, 1989. 
Crouzel s t a t e s t h a t while Theodore may have been the 
author's name, he then took Gregory as h i s baptismal 
C h r i s t i a n name. 
3. HE VI, XXXVI, 3-4. 
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w e l l here to point out that Eusebius' account does tend 
to be r a t h e r i d e a l i s e d and fabulous a t times ( a t one 
point he cla i m s even the u t t e r i n g s of Origen from the cot 
were important and worthy of mention*); however, Crouzel, 
among others, does f e e l that t h i s does not remove 
c r e d i b i l i t y from h i s account, and th a t r a t h e r i t i s the 
modern h i s t o r i a n , "unaccustomed to a n c i e n t r h e t o r i c and 
t h i n k i n g i t s highly hagiographical tone unauthentic" who 
tends to see i t as s u c h 3 . 
However, the a v a i l a b i l i t y of such evidence does not 
mean th a t there i s no s c h o l a r l y debate regarding the 
exact order of events i n Origen's l i f e , or indeed, the 
importance of such events upon the v a r i o u s general 
t h e o r i e s about Origen. As the primary example, we f i n d a 
d i f f e r e n c e of opinion between Joseph T r i g g , (who uses 
P i e r r e Nautin's chronology of Origen's l i f e 6 ) i n h i s 
book, Origen- The Bible and Philosophy in the 
Third-century Church"7, and Henri Crouzel, who contests 
q u i t e f o r c i b l y Nautin's (and t h e r e f o r e T r i g g ' s ) account 
of the events on a v a r i e t y of p o i n t s . These include the 
true i d e n t i t y of Origen's f a t h e r , and the authorship of 
the speech of thanks a t t r i b u t e d to S t . Gregory 
4. HE VI, I I , 2. 
5. Crouzel, 1989, p. 6. 
6. Nautin's account of Origen's l i f e p a i n t s a p i c t u r e of 
a man who i s followed by controversy and c l a s h e s with 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l authority often. His journeys are 
i n t e r p r e t e d as attempts to f i n d a s a f e haven away from 
the c o n s t r a i n t s of episcopal i n t e r f e r e n c e . Nautin, 1977. 
7. 1983. 
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Thaumaturgus 4 3 i n h i s book, Origens. One suspects that 
the disagreement does more f o r the r e p u t a t i o n of the 
s c h o l a r s , than a s e r v i c e to h i s t o r i c a l t r u t h , although i t 
can be seen that each s c h o l a r has h i s own underlying 
agenda. T r i g g (and Nautin) hold t h a t Origen was a 
s y s t e m a t i c theologian, so w i l l be looking to i n t e r p r e t 
h i s l i f e events i n ways which w i l l lend credence to t h i s 
theory, whereas Crouzel does not b e l i e v e Origen was 
s y s t e m a t i c a t a l l , and hence w i l l be looking to i n t e r p r e t 
the sources i n a way which supports h i s theory. T h i s 
point w i l l be examined l a t e r . For now, I w i l l l i m i t 
myself to g i v i n g a b r i e f , but c r i t i c a l account of h i s 
l i f e , based on a combination of Crouzel and Trigg, i n 
t h e i r use of the evidence from Eusebius. 
Origen was born i n or about AD 185, probably i n 
Alex a n d r i a , to C h r i s t i a n p a r e n t s 1 0 . His Father Leonides, 
an important man i n Alexandria, was martyred under the 
p e r s e c u t i o n of Septimius Severus i n 2 0 2 1 1 . Indeed, i f i t 
had not been for h i s mother h i d i n g h i s c l o t h e s , Origen 
would have gladl y joined h i m 1 2 . Origen seems to have 
8. See footnote 2, above. 
9. 1989. 
10. Although some claim that perhaps a t the time of 
Origen's b i r t h , h i s parents were s t i l l pagan, given that 
the name Origen means "son of Horus" (an Egyptian god). 
However, both Trigg (p.36) and C r o u z e l (p. 4, n. 11) 
discount t h i s . 
11. HE VI, I I , 12. I n 202, Origen "was not q u i t e 
seventeen, such that i t i s p o s s i b l e to work back to h i s 
year of b i r t h being 185/6, as Crouzel points out. 
12. HE VI, I I , 5. Further to t h i s , Eusebius r e p o r t s that 
Origen wrote to h i s fa t h e r i n j a i l , t e l l i n g him to "be 
c a r e f u l not to change your mind because of us" (HE VI, 
I I , 6.) 
15 
been f a s c i n a t e d with the idea of martyrdom from t h i s 
point forward, e v e n t u a l l y producing h i s Exhortation to 
Martyrdom on the s u b j e c t . However, i t should be pointed 
out that h i s near obsession with martyrdom was not i n 
i t s e l f strange amongst C h r i s t i a n s of that era, but an 
accepted, and i n some cas e s searched for, part of 
C h r i s t i a n l i f e 1 3 . As T r i g g p o i n t s out: 
"Martyrs had a powerful motivation 
s i n c e martyrdom was considered a second 
baptism, procuring c e r t a i n forgiveness of 
a l l s i n s the martyrs themselves had 
committed and, some thought, the s i n s of 
others as w e l l . I t was the one way an e a r l y 
C h r i s t i a n could be a b s o l u t e l y c e r t a i n of 
sa l v a t i o n . " ' ' 4 
He r e c e i v e d a good education from h i s Father, (as 
would b e f i t the c h i l d of a wealthy c i t i z e n ) comprising 
not only of the H e l l e n i s t i c grammar and general 
education" 1 s, but a l s o a grounding i n B i b l i c a l s t u d i e s 1 6 ) . 
I t was t h i s education t h a t l a i d the foundation f o r 
providing Origen with a means of earning h i s , and h i s 
f a m i l y ' s l i v i n g , as a teacher of grammar. This became a 
13. See Trigg, 1983, pp. 20-25, and h i s sources, f o r a 
f u l l e r account of martyrdom i n the E a r l y Church. 
14. T r i g g , 1983, p. 24. 
15. Greek education c o n s i s t e d of a preliminary, or 
primary l e v e l which simply taught the b a s i c rudiments of 
reading, w r i t i n g and a r i t h m e t i c , followed by, for those 
who could a f f o r d i t , a secondary phase, which involved 
f i r s t l y , grammar (greek l i t e r a t u r e , i n c l u d i n g Homer, and 
the l i k e ) and secondly g e n e r a l education (maths, 
geometry, astronomy and music t h e o r y ) . For a much more 
d e t a i l e d treatment of the greek educational system, see 
Trig g , 1983, Chapter I I , pp. 31-51, i n the f i r s t 
i n s t a n c e , which provides f u r t h e r b i b l i o g r a p h i c a l 
r e f e r e n c e s too numerous to mention here. 
16. Crouzel, 1989, p. 5; T r i g g , 1983, p. 10. 
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n e c e s s i t y as, with the martyrdom of h i s Father, and hence 
the c o n f i s c a t i o n of a l l h i s wealth by the St a t e , h i s 
family was l e f t d e s t i t u t e 1 " 7 . 
As w e l l as t h i s education, Origen would have been 
brought up with the rudiments of the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , 
which have been c a l l e d "the canon of f a i t h " . He would 
a l s o have r e c e i v e d these from h i s f a t h e r , f o r whom there 
i s evidence to suggest that he was involved i n 
c a t e c h e t i c a l t e a c h i n g 1 3 . I t i s important then to look a t 
the composition of the canon of f a i t h , e s p e c i a l l y as 
regards what was considered orthodox i n h i s own time. 
T h i s w i l l have s e r i o u s r e p e r c u s s i o n s l a t e r , when we 
examine Origen's condemnation. Using Hanson 1 9, T r i g g 
i d e n t i f i e s the following as the probable content of the 
canon of f a i t h that Origen would have known. 
"(1) A doctrine of God. There i s one God the 
Father, who created the universe and governs 
i t by providence. Worship i s due to God alone, 
who gave the Law to the Jews and sent God's 
son Jesus C h r i s t to redeem the world. 
(2) A doctrine of C h r i s t . Jesus C h r i s t , the 
Messiah whom the Old Testament f o r e t o l d , was 
a man born of Mary, who as a v i r g i n , 
miraculously conceived him. I n P a l e s t i n e he 
taught and performed m i r a c l e s , was c r u c i f i e d 
under Pontius P i l a t e , died and was buried. He 
descended into h e l l to l i b e r a t e the righteous 
dead. He rose from the dead, appeared to h i s 
d i s c i p l e s , and ascended i n t o heaven, where he 
re i g n s with God the Father. C h r i s t w i l l r e t u r n 
17. T r i g g , 1983, p. 30. 
18. Cro u z e l points to the f a c t t h a t Septimius Severus' 
p e r s e c u t i o n was aimed at stopping the c a t a c h e t i c a l 
a c t i v i t y of the Church, with p a r t i c u l a r regard to the 
higher c l a s s e s , such that i t would be l o g i c a l to assume 
t h a t Leonides was involved i n such. Crouzel, 1989, p. 5. 
19. 1962. 
17 
to judge the l i v i n g and the newly r e s u r r e c t e d 
dead. Jesus C h r i s t i s d i v i n e and hence worthy 
of worship but not i d e n t i c a l with God the 
Fa t h e r . 
(3) A. doctrine of the S p i r i t . God's S p i r i t 
i n s p i r e d the prophets and Apostles who wrote 
the B i b l e and continues to animate b e l i e v e r s . 
(4) A doctrine of s p i r i t u a l beings. There are 
r a t i o n a l beings not confined, as we are, to 
e a r t h l y bodies. Some are angels who worship 
God and c a r r y out God 1s commands. Others are 
demons - probably f a l l e n angels - who follow 
the commands of Satan, t h e i r p r i n c e . The 
demons d i s g u i s e themselves as Gods, thereby 
d e c e i v i n g the pagans i n t o s u s t a i n i n g them with 
s a c r i f i c e s , and they seek to e n t i c e b e l i e v e r s 
i n t o heresy and s i n . 
(5) A doctrine of l a s t t h i n g s . At the end of 
time, God w i l l destroy the world God made. When 
t h i s happens, a l l the dead w i l l resume t h e i r 
bodies, and C h r i s t w i l l then welcome the 
righteous into e v e r l a s t i n g happiness and 
condemn the wicked, along with Satan and the 
demons, to e v e r l a s t i n g torment. 
(6) A doctrine of sacraments. Baptism, a 
r i t u a l washing with water, obtains forgiveness 
of a l l s i n s committed p r i o r to i t . The 
E u c h a r i s t , a r i t u a l meal c e l e b r a t e d with bread 
and wine, i s a communion i n the body and blood 
of C h r i s t that obtains immortality f o r a l l who 
partake of i t w o r t h i l y . " 2 0 
These e s s e n t i a l C h r i s t i a n b e l i e f s form a "creed" 
which Origen would have held dear to him f o r a l l h i s 
l i f e , and which would have formed the b a s i s of any 
judgement of orthodoxy or heresy. I t w i l l become c l e a r 
t h a t Origen's w r i t i n g must conform to the above i n order 
to remain orthodox i n h i s own l i f e t i m e . I t can a l s o be 
seen t h a t t here are d i f f e r e n c e s between what the second 
century Church regards as orthodox (remember that the 
20. T r i g g , 1983, pp. 13-14. 
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above "canon" had not been d e f i n i t e l y confined to w r i t i n g 
a t t h i s time), and what the fourt h or s i x t h century 
Church might consider so. I s h a l l r e t u r n to t h i s point 
l a t e r , but fo r now I s h a l l continue with Origen's l i f e . 
A f t e r the death of h i s f a t h e r , Origen came under the 
patronage of a r i c h C h r i s t i a n woman, who enabled him to 
complete h i s t r a i n i n g as a teacher of grammar. However 
t h i s lady a l s o had with her a man named Paul, from 
Antioch, whom she tre a t e d as a son, and who held 
h e r e t i c a l Gnostic views. T h i s , T r i g g p o i n t s out, would 
be Origen's f i r s t encounter with Gnosticism, and he 
suggests, may have caused him to l a t e r challenge t h i s 
heresy with h i s own s y s t e m 2 1 . 
As w e l l as teaching grammar, Origen became a teacher 
of the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h , by d e f a u l t , r a t h e r than anything 
e l s e , as, under the continuing persecution, of Severus, 
a l l the other c a t e c h e t i c a l t e a c h e r s had been forced to 
f l e e Alexandria. I t was then, a t the tender age of 
eighteen, that he became head of the C a t e c h e t i c a l school, 
appointed there by the bishop D e m e t r i u s 2 2 . Amongst h i s 
more notable students, Origen could count the martyr 
P l u t a r c h , and h i s brother Heraclas, who would become h i s 
a s s i s t a n t , and l a t e r , succeed Demetrius as bishop of 
A l e x a n d r i a 2 3 . 
21. T r i g g , 1983, pp. 38-51. 
22. HE VI, I I I , 1-8. 
23. Crouzel, 1989, p. 7. 
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Eusebius t e l l s us that Origen studied under Clement, 
Origen's predecessor as head of the C a t e c h e t i c a l 
S c h o o l 2 4 , but there i s some doubt about t h i s . There 
appears to be no d i r e c t l i n k between the two, Origen 
never mentioning Clement by name. But as C r o u z e l 2 3 
s t a t e s , Origen was f a m i l i a r with Clement's work. 
Further, he even uses one of Clement's t i t l e s , 
Stromateis, f o r one of h i s own works, and there i s 
s u f f i c i e n t c o n t i n u i t y about t h e i r work t h a t suggests t h a t 
they had met (T r i g g , 1983, p.54). What i s c l e a r i s that 
i f Origen did study under him d i r e c t l y , i t must have been 
before the pe r s e c u t i o n of Septimius Severus that l e d to 
the departure of Clement as a c a t e c h e t i c a l teacher (see 
above). 
As w e l l as Clement, Origen a l s o attended the 
l e c t u r e s of a P l a t o n i c philosopher, Ammonias S a c c a s 2 6 . 
T h i s has l e d to a l i n k between P l a t o n i c , and Neo-Platonic 
thought and Origen's thought. While i t i s d i f f i c u l t f o r 
us to measure the extent of Ammonius' i n f l u e n c e on Origen 
(he l e f t nothing i n w r i t t e n form), Origen's use of 
P l a t o n i c concepts and p h i l o s o p h i c a l t o o l s would suggest 
that i t was an important i n f l u e n c e 2 " 7 . I t would appear 
24. HE VI, V I . 
25. 1989, p. 7. 
26. HE VI, XIX, 1-14. 
27. Trigg devotes an e n t i r e chapter of h i s book, 1983, 
pp. 52-75, to the i n f l u e n c e of Platonism i n Origen's 
thought, which, while f a l l i n g outside of the scope of 
t h i s study d i r e c t l y , does have a bearing on the 
development of Origen's C h r i s t o l o g y from a p h i l o s o p h i c a l 
p e r s p e c t i v e , as we s h a l l see l a t e r . 
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that Origen and P l o t i n u s (the ne o - p l a t o n i s t ) s t u d i e d 
under Ammonius Saccas, but a t d i f f e r e n t times, P l o t i n u s 
being twenty or so years younger than O r i g e n 2 8 . I t may 
of course, have been merely c u r i o s i t y t h at l e d him to 
Ammonius' l e c t u r e s , as Heraclas had been attending them 
for f i v e years p r e v i o u s l y 2 9 . 
Origen continued to teach grammar and i n s t r u c t i n 
the C h r i s t i a n f a i t h for a short while, but e v e n t u a l l y he 
decided that to continue to teach the e s s e n t i a l l y pagan 
grammar was incompatible with h i s d u t i e s as a c a t e c h i s t , 
and hence gave i t up. He s o l d h i s somewhat l a r g e 
l i b r a r y 3 0 of pagan l i t e r a t u r e i n r e t u r n f o r a small d a i l y 
wage of four obols. T h i s meagre wage would not have been 
enough to support h i s family, so that he must have 
c a r r i e d out t h i s a c t i o n when h i s brothers were o l d enough 
to support the family t h e m s e l v e s 3 1 . E v e n t u a l l y , Origen 
would r e t u r n to teaching h i s students grammar as a means 
of enhancing h i s C h r i s t i a n teaching. 
Origen adopted for himself a r a t h e r a s c e t i c 
l i f e s t y l e based on Gospel values, s l e e p i n g few hours, 
28. The passage that Eusebius quotes from Porphyry, the 
student of P l o t i n u s , r a i s e s a s e r i e s of d i s c r e p a n c i e s , 
which have l e d some s c h o l a r s (notably Henri de V a l o i s i n 
the seventeenth century) to p o s t u l a t e the e x i s t e n c e of a 
second Origen. Bearing i n mind Ockham's Razor, T r i g g 
devotes an appendix to t h i s p o s s i b i l i t y i n h i s book, 
1983, pp. 259-260,. Crouzel a l s o deals with i t i n h i s 
book, 1989, pp. 11-12. Both remain uncommitted, but 
s c e p t i c a l . 
29. Crouzel, 1989, p. 10. 
30. Crouzel, 1989, p. 8, points to the p o s s i b i l i t y t h a t 
h i s f a t h e r ' s l i b r a r y formed pa r t of t h i s . 
31. Crouzel, 1989, p. 8. 
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and only on the f l o o r , owning no shoes, and only one 
cloak, and f a s t i n g r e g u l a r l y 3 2 . I t was i n a moment of 
extreme a s c e t i c i s m that he appeared to take Matthew 19:12 
too l i t e r a l l y 3 3 , and c a s t r a t e d himself. He would l a t e r 
come to r e g r e t t h i s d e c i s i o n , and h i s d e t r a c t o r s would 
hold i t a g a i n s t him i n l a t e r y e a r s 3 4 . While such an 
a c t i o n seems r a t h e r b i z a r r e by modern standards, there 
was a precedent f o r i t amongst not only pagans, but a l s o 
C h r i s t i a n s . Sexual r e l a t i o n s were allowed only w i t h i n 
marriage, and then only f o r the purpose of p r o c r e a t i o n . 
To most C h r i s t i a n s , even marriage was j u s t about 
t o l e r a t e d , and v i r g i n i t y was admired and considered holy. 
Some C h r i s t i a n s went beyond t h i s and forbade marriage, 
and some, even more extremely, had themselves c a s t r a t e d , 
as the u l t i m a t e symbol of r e j e c t i n g l i c e n t i o u s pagan 
m o r a l i t y . T r i g g g i v e s us the following example: 
"During the second century a zealous 
Alexandrian C h r i s t i a n , seeking to r e f u t e 
pagan a l l e g a t i o n s t h at C h r i s t i a n s engaged 
i n s e x u a l l i c e n t i o u s n e s s , asked the Roman 
p r e f e c t of Egypt f o r permission to have 
himself c a s t r a t e d (a c e r t i f i c a t e was r e q u i r e d 
or he and h i s p h y s i c i a n would be l i a b l e 
to p r o s e c u t i o n ) . He was turned down, but he 
made h i s point. Bolder s o u l s went ahead with 
the operation r e g a r d l e s s . " 3 S 
32. Trigg, I 9 83, p . 5 3 
33. Crouzel questions t h i s , saying that " i t i s indeed 
i n t r i g u i n g to f i n d one who i s held to be the "prince of 
a l l e g o r y 1 t a k i n g l i t e r a l l y a verse which e a r l i e r 
t r a d i t i o n had u s u a l l y understood a l l e g o r i c a l l y " . For a 
more d e t a i l e d treatment, see Crouzel, 1989, pp. 9f, from 
which the above quotation i s taken. 
34. T r i g g , 1989,pp. 53-54. 
35. T r i g g , 1983, p. 20. 
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Unfortunately, Trigg n e g l e c t s to give us a source 
f o r t h i s anecdote. 
I t was not u n t i l 215 or so, that Origen began 
w r i t i n g h i s numerous volumes. The reason f o r t h i s i s 
most probably h i s befriending of Ambrose, a r i c h 
V a l e n t i n i a n whom Origen managed to convert from t h a t 
heresy. I n return, Ambrose became h i s f i n a n c i a l backer, 
endowing Origen with a v e r i t a b l e army of s e c r e t a r i a l and 
a d m i n i s t r a t i v e s t a f f , i n c l u d i n g the famous "seven 
stenographers" who wrote down almost every word he 
u t t e r e d . T h i s enabled Origen's works to be published f o r 
the b e n e f i t of those questioning C h r i s t i a n s , l i k e 
Ambrose, who had sought answers i n the many g n o s t i c and 
h e r e t i c a l s e c t s e x i s t i n g a t that t i m e 3 6 . I t was during 
t h i s e a r l y period of l i t e r a r y a c t i v i t y t h a t h i s famous 
t r e a t i s e , De Principiis (On First Principles) was 
composed 3" 7. 
During t h i s period of residence i n Alexandria, 
Origen undertook a number of important journeys, some of 
which would see him e f f e c t i v e l y e x i l e d to Caesarea i n 
231. His f i r s t journey, between 198 and 217 according to 
Eusebius, took him to Rome. Origen had expressed a 
d e s i r e to see the "ancient Church of the Romans" 3 3. 
Fu r t h e r evidence for t h i s i s given by Jerome who r e p o r t s 
36. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 13-14. 
37. S c h o l a r l y debate v a r i e s s l i g h t l y on the exact date, 
but i t i s c l e a r that i t was composed i n Origen's 
Alexandrian period. I s h a l l r e t u r n to t h i s b r i e f l y i n 
the next chapter. 
38. HE VI, XIV, 10. 
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that Hippolytus, while g i v i n g a homily, pointed out 
Origen i n the congregation 3®. T r i g g a t t r i b u t e s some 
importance to the i n f l u e n c e t h a t Rome had on Origen's 
thought, no doubt i n order to back h i s theory of a 
systematic nature to h i s w r i t i n g s 4 0 , while Crouzel does 
not f o r the opposite reasons (see above). 
His second journey took him to see the Roman 
governor of Arabia (modern day Jordan) who appeared to 
want to f i n d out about C h r i s t i a n i t y f i r s t hand. He sent 
a s o l d i e r with messages for Demetrius and the p r e f e c t of 
Egypt requesting Origen s p e c i f i c a l l y . Eusebius dates i t 
at about 215, and reports that Origen completed h i s t a s k s 
and returned to A l e x a n d r i a 4 1 . However, during h i s 
absence from Alexandria, c o n s i d e r a b l e unrest had taken 
place on account of the Emperor C a r a c a l l a ' s v i s i t there. 
As a r e s u l t of being i n s u l t e d by students, he took out 
h i s anger on them v i o l e n t l y , s a c k i n g the c i t y and c l o s i n g 
the s c h o o l s 4 2 . Origen was f o r c e d to f l e e and take refuge 
i n Caesarea i n P a l e s t i n e . While there, two bishops, 
T h e o c t i s t u s of Caesarea and Alexander of Jerusalem, who 
39. V i r l l l 61, quoted by Crouzel, 1989, p. 14. 
40. Trigg, 1983, pp. 76-80. 
41. Crouzel, 1989, p. 14. 
42. T r i g g suggests that there has been a mix up here 
about which unrest i s being r e f e r r e d to (see Trigg, 1983, 
p. 130 and e s p e c i a l l y footnote 1 ) , and Crouzel a l s o 
a l l u d e s to t h i s s l i g h t debate i n Origen, 1989, pp. 16-17. 
The exact d e t a i l s do not concern us d i r e c t l y , s u f f i c e i t 
to show that Origen spent some time i n Caesarea where the 
seeds of the c o n f l i c t with Demetrius were sown. However, 
Nautin suggests that the "fury of C a r a c a l l a " was r e a l l y 
the "fury of Demetrius". Nautin, 1977, and Trigg, 1981, 
p. 23. 
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valued him as a learned s c h o l a r , asked him to give 
sermons on the S c r i p t u r e s to t h e i r congregations. T h i s 
marked the beginning of Origen's f a l l from Demetrius' 
favour, as the bishop of Alexandria objected to a l a y man 
preaching i n the presence of bishops and complained to 
the P a l e s t i n i a n bishops, q u i c k l y demanding the r e t u r n of 
Origen, f o r which he sent numerous l e t t e r s and even 
deacons. Origen duly returned, but r e l a t i o n s with h i s 
bishop were to d e t e r i o r a t e f u r t h e r , as we s h a l l see 
l a t e r . 
Eusebius t e l l s of a t h i r d journey, where the mother 
of Alexander Severus, Empress J u l i a Mammea, sent f o r him 
while he was s t a y i n g a t A n t i o c h 4 3 , as h i s fame as a great 
C h r i s t i a n thinker had by now spread f a r and wide. 
Eusebius t e l l us: 
"he stayed some time with her, expounding to 
her a great many things to the glory of the 
Lord and to the advantage of sacred st u d i e s " * " 4 . 
The f i n a l journey undertaken by Origen was to Greece 
which occurred about 231. Eusebius r e p o r t s that Origen 
had to go there to "meet the urgent requirements of 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l a f f a i r s " and th a t he went v i a P a l e s t i n e * 5 . 
Other evidence, from Photius suggests that he went 
43. Evidence put forward by Crouzel suggests that he was 
there to do b a t t l e with a h e r e t i c whom he had had d e a l i n g 
with i n Ephesus. He bases t h i s on the evidence of 
Origen's own L e t t e r to friends in Alexandria, preserved 
by Rufinus i n h i s De Adulteratione, 8. Crouzel, 1989, p. 
17, n. 60. 
44. HE V I , X X I , 3-4. 
45. HE V I , X X I I I , 4. 
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without h i s bishop's p e r m i s s i o n 4 6 . What i s c l e a r i s that 
he went to Greece v i a Caesarea, where he met h i s o l d 
f r i e n d s Alexander and T h e o c t i s t u s . 
While there, the two bishops ordained Origen to the 
priesthood. Why they d i d so i s not e n t i r e l y c l e a r , but 
Eusebius t e l l s us t h a t they had simply decided t h a t he 
was worthy of such an honour 4 , 7. Crouzel examines some 
p o s s i b i l i t i e s , i n c l u d i n g an enforced o r d i n a t i o n , which 
was not unknown at that time, however, he d i s c a r d s the 
idea arguing that Origen must have at l e a s t 
r e l u c t a n t l y consented to such an a c t i o n 4 8 . 
Trigg suggest^ i n my opinion, a r a t h e r b e t t e r 
reason, i n that Demetrius had already snubbed Origen by 
ordaining Heraclas ahead of h i m 4 9 . Perhaps Origen 
mentioned t h i s to h i s f r i e n d s , who duly ordained him i n 
order to make up f o r such a snub. The o r d i n a t i o n d i d not 
go down w e l l with Demetrius as we s h a l l see. 
Origen went on to Athens where he engaged i n a 
l i v e l y debate with a h e r e t i c , as he t e l l s us himself, i n 
a l e t t e r to h i s f r i e n d s i n A l e x a n d r i a 3 0 . I t i s p o s s i b l e 
that the h e r e t i c was Candidus, as part of the argument 
seems to concern the p o s s i b i l i t y of the D e v i l ' s 
s a l v a t i o n . Origen apparently defeated the arguments of 
46. B i b l 118, CUFr I I , i n Crouzel, 1989, p. 17. 
47. HE VI, V I I I , 4. 
48. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 18-20. 
49. Trigg, 1983, p. 137. 
50. Fragments of t h i s l e t t e r s u r v i v e i n both Jerome 
Apology against Rufinus I I , 18-19, and Rufinus De 
adulterabione librorum Origenis 6-8. 
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t h i s h e r e t i c and f i n a l l y returned to Alexandria, to face 
the wrath of D e m e t r i u s 3 1 . 
Demetrius had been angered by Origen's o r d i n a t i o n , 
c l a i m i n g t h a t the P a l e s t i n i a n bishops had no r i g h t to 
ordain a person who was to serve i n a d i f f e r e n t d i o c e se. 
I n f a c t i t would be almost a hundred years l a t e r , t h a t 
Canon 16 of the Council of Nicea would p r o h i b i t such 
o r d i n a t i o n s and de c l a r e any made t h e r e a f t e r as n u l l . 
Demetrius c a l l e d a l o c a l synod to decide the case, who i n 
turn, e f f e c t i v e l y e x i l e d Origen. But i t d i d not s t r i p 
him of h i s p r i e s t l y s t a t u s , simply s t a t i n g t h a t as he had 
been ordained by a bishop other than that of Alexandria, 
then he ought not to e x e r c i s e h i s m i n i s t r y there, and by 
i m p l i c a t i o n , e x e r c i s e h i s m i n i s t r y under the obedience of 
the bishop who had ordained him. Demetrius was not 
content with t h i s and s e t about t r y i n g to take away 
Origen's p r i e s t l y s t a t u s . Together with some Egyptian 
bishops, he dec l a r e d Origen's o r d i n a t i o n as i n v a l i d , and 
then s e t about d i s c r e d i t i n g Origen by w r i t i n g to other 
a u t h o r i t i e s ( i n c l u d i n g Rome). One of the s t r a t e g i e s he 
used was to d i s c l o s e Origen's c a s t r a t i o n p u b l i c l y , which 
while a t the time it did not exclude Origen from the 
priesthood, would not have been w e l l looked upon 5 2. 
Again, i t would not be u n t i l Canon 1 of the C o u n c i l of 
51. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 21-22. 
52. See, f o r example, Deut 23:1, "He whose t e s t i c l e s are 
crushed or whose male member i s cut o f f s h a l l not enter 
the assembly of the LORD" . 
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Nicea decreed that s e l f m u t i l a t i o n would exclude someone 
from the p r i e s t h o o d 5 3 . 
Origen t h e r e f o r e l e f t Alexandria and s e t t l e d i n 
Caesarea where he was afforded the opportunity not only 
to continue h i s voluminous work, but also to c a r r y out h i s 
p r i e s t l y duty of preaching on the S c r i p t u r e s . Ambrose 
continued to be h i s f r i e n d and patron, and gave him not 
only continued l o g i s t i c support, but personal 
encouragement as w e l l 5 4 . His p r i e s t l y preaching went 
mostly unrecorded a t f i r s t , a t Origen's request, and much 
to the annoyance of Ambrose who d e s i r e d to p u b l i s h almost 
e v e r y t h i n g he produced. According to Eusebius, once 
Origen had reached the age of s i x t y , he e v e n t u a l l y 
r e l e n t e d and allowed Ambrose's stenographers to record 
what have now been termed the h o m i l i e s 3 3 . Why he should 
have allowed what he had previou s l y r e s i s t e d can be 
explained i f , as Crouzel does, we take i n t o account that 
much of the preaching was impromptu and improvised,with 
Origen not always being aware of which readings were to 
be used as p a r t of the l i t u r g y of the Word 5 6. I t was not 
u n t i l he had gained s u f f i c i e n t confidence and experience 
53. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 22-23. 
54. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 24-25; Trigg, 1983, pp. 147-148. 
55. HE VI, XXXVI, 1. 
56. Crouzel, 1989, p. 30, gives the example of Origen's 
homily on Saul and the which of Endor (1 Sam: 28), where 
he had to ask the bishop which reading, from the four 
t h a t had been used, he would l i k e him to expound. The 
a c t u a l homily i s a v a i l a b l e to me i n E n g l i s h ( T o l l i n g t o n , 
1929, pp.217), but unfortunately minus the preface that 
C r o u z e l r e f e r s to. I therefore quote h i s r e f e r e n c e f o r 
t h i s i n GCS I I I . 
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of preaching from memory that he would allow them to be 
recorded for f e a r of being m i s i n t e r p r e t e d or of making 
e r r o r s s 7 . 
He was a l s o able to continue h i s teaching and 
founded a new s o r t of school based broadly on the 
c a t e c h e t i c a l school of Alexandria, but without the 
o v e r t l y c a t e c h e t i c a l s i d e . Instead, i t s p e c i a l i s e d i n 
bringing the C h r i s t i a n message to young pagans who had 
expressed an i n t e r e s t but were not ready yet f o r 
baptismal t r a i n i n g . I t d i d t h i s by approaching 
C h r i s t i a n i t y from a pagan p h i l o s o p h i c a l p e r s p e c t i v e , 
r a t h e r than preparing them for baptism i m m e d i a t e l y 3 0 . 
We are b l e s s e d with an important source of 
information on Origen's teaching a c t i v i t i e s , i n the form 
of St. Gregory Thaumaturgus' Address of Thanks mentioned 
e a r l i e r . Gregory not only t e l l s us of h i s high regard 
f o r Origen, but a l s o g i v e s us a f a i r l y d e t a i l e d account 
of h i s teaching methods and content which I s h a l l o u t l i n e 
below 3 5*. 
Origen began h i s teaching with philosophy, i n the form 
of d i a l e c t i c s and l o g i c , and used them as a base from 
which to launch i n t o the s c i e n c e s . These s u b j e c t s were 
considered to be the t o o l s which C h r i s t i a n s could use to 
57. Crouzel, 1989, p.30. 
58. Crouzel, 1989, pp.27-28. 
59. The d e s c r i p t i o n i s based on Crouzel's account i n 
Origen, 1989, p.26, which i n turn comes from the Address 
of Thanks, VI-XV. Crouzel obviously uses h i s own 1969 
French t r a n s l a t i o n i n SC 148. For an E n g l i s h e d i t i o n see 
Metcalfe, 1920, pp.62-83. 
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f u r t h e r t h e i r understanding of t h e i r f a i t h . As he t e l l s 
Gregory i n h i s l e t t e r to him: 
" I would beseech thee to draw from Greek 
philosophy such things as are capable of 
being made e n c y c l i c or preparatory s t u d i e s 
to C h r i s t i a n i t y , and from geometry and 
astronomy such t h i n g s as w i l l be u s e f u l 
f o r the e x p o s i t i o n of Holy S c r i p t u r e , i n 
order t h a t what the sons of the 
philosophers say about geometry and music 
and grammar and r h e t o r i c and astronomy, 
that they are handmaidens of philosophy, 
we may say of philosophy i t s e l f i n r e l a t i o n 
to C h r i s t i a n i t y . " 6 0 
He followed t h i s with a study of e t h i c s , not only 
t h e o r e t i c a l l y , but i n p r a c t i c e , l i v i n g with h i s students 
i n what can only be d e s c r i b e d as a u s t e r i t y . I t i s that 
a u s t e r i t y which perhaps l e d to Origen's p o p u l a r i t y with 
e a r l y monks and could form the b a s i s of monastic l i f e . 
F i n a l l y Origen would teach theology, beginning with 
pagan philosophy and poetry mentioning God, leading 
e v e n t u a l l y , and most importantly, to the study of the 
sa c r e d S c r i p t u r e s . As we can see, Origen had softened 
h i s l i n e on the teaching of Greek grammar from h i s 
e a r l i e r o u t r i g h t r e j e c t i o n of i t , to h i s acceptance of i t 
as a u s e f u l t o o l with which to pave the way f o r a deeper 
understanding of the S c r i p t u r e s . 
Origen a l s o found time to t r a v e l . He v i s i t e d 
Caesarea i n Cappadocia a t the request of i t s bishop, 
F i r m i l i a n 6 1 , he a l s o v i s i t e d Athens a g a i n 5 2 , and t e l l s us 
60. L e t t e r to Gregory, I ; P h i l o c X I I I . Metcalfe, 1920, 
pp.89-90. 
61. HE VI, XXVII. 
62. HE VI, XXVII, 2. 
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himself^ i n the conclusion to h i s l e t t e r to J u l i u s 
A f r i c a n u s 6 3 , that he v i s i t e d Nicodemia. Crouzel p o i n t s 
out that he must have made a journey to e i t h e r Antioch or 
Rome, i n order to have met P l o t i n u s , as Porphyry a t t e s t s 
i n h i s Life of PlotinusG*, assuming that there was only 
one O r i g e n 6 5 . 
Eusebius g i v e s us d e t a i l s of three r a t h e r important 
journeys he undertook i n order to combat h e r e s i e s . 
Sometime before 244, according to Eusebius, Origen was 
summoned to a synod at Hauran, the c a p i t a l of the Roman 
province of Arabia. There, a group of bishops were 
t r y i n g to make B e r y l l u s , the bishop of Bostra, see sense 
over a c h r i s t o l o g i c a l doctrine he had expressed 
concerning the d i v i n e nature of C h r i s t . B e r y l l u s claimed 
t h a t the Son had not p r e - e x i s t e d i n h i s own r i g h t before 
the i n c a r n a t i o n , and His d i v i n i t y d i d not belong to him, 
but only to the Father, thus encompassing a mixture of 
modalist and ad o p t i o n i s t h e r e s i e s . Origen managed to get 
B e r y l l u s to agree to an orthodox p o s i t i o n 6 6 . T h i s 
obviously r a i s e s two points: f i r s t l y , when orthodoxy i s 
at stake, bishops summon Origen, which bodes badly f o r 
those who would c l a i m him a h e r e t i c l a t e r . Secondly, 
Origen's own c h r i s t o l o g y must have been d i f f e r e n t to that 
of B e r y l l u s , i n v a l i d a t i n g any claims that somehow l i n k 
63. S.19, i n SC 302, t r a n s l a t e d i n t o French by Nicholas 
de Lange and Quoted by Crouzel, 1989, p. 31, and nn. 119-
120. 
64. Crouzel, 1989, p. 31 
65. See note 27 above. 
66. HE VI, X X X I I I . See a l s o VI, XX, 2. 
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him to e i t h e r modalism, or, more importantly, to 
adoptionism, as perhaps Arianism could w e l l be 
understood. 
A second and somewhat s i m i l a r mission was again to 
Arabia, a l s o i n order to attend a synod, but t h i s time 
d e a l i n g with the T h n e t o p h i s i t e s . T h i s group b e l i e v e d the 
s o u l to be mortal. Once again, Origen managed to convert 
them back to orthodoxy®'7. 
The t h i r d journey, a l s o s i m i l a r to the other two, i n 
events and s u b j e c t matter, d e a l t with the bishop 
H e r a c l i d e s . T h i s time, however, we do not have to r e l y 
s o l e l y on Eusebius, but have i n our possession a 
t r a n s c r i p t of what occurred i n h i s Dialogue with 
Heraclides. Fellow bishops of H e r a c l i d e s c a l l a synod i n 
response to what they consider unsound c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
views by H e r a c l i d e s . As before, Origen i s summoned, and 
once again, Origen i s able to b r i n g the e r r a n t bishop 
back i n t o l i n e 6 3 . We s h a l l examine t h i s i n d e t a i l l a t e r 
when we o u t l i n e Origen's C h r i s t o l o g y . S u f f i c e i t to say, 
f o r the moment, th a t H e r a c l i d e s 1 views d e a l t with the 
d i v i n e nature of Father and Son, t h e i r d i s t i n c t i o n and 
u n i t y , and the d i v i n e and human natures of the Son. His 
67. HE VI, XXXVII. 
68. As an example of how Nautin's r e c o n s t r u c t i o n of 
Origen's l i f e d i f f e r s , here he b e l i e v e s that although 
Origen i s able to do t h i s , i t i s not without arousing 
s u s p i c i o n about the orthodoxy of h i s own b e l i e f s , when he 
i s f u r t h e r questioned by the bishops present. See Trigg, 
1981, pp. 21-22, and t h e r e f o r e Nautin, 1977. 
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views are not d i s s i m i l a r t o B e r y l l u s , hence l a t e r i n the 
Dialogue, Origen attacks both modalism and a d o p t i o n i s m 3 9 . 
While Origen had l i v e d i n r e l a t i v e peace a t 
Caesarea, even through the persecution of Maximin the 
Thracian, i t was not u n t i l the r e i g n of P h i l i p the 
Arabian, a f t e r he had k i l l e d Gordian I I I i n 244 t h a t 
there was a p e r i o d of peace f o r the whole Church - 7 0. 
Crouzel goes as f a r as t o claim t h a t P h i l i p was the f i r s t 
C h r i s t i a n emperor - 7 1, as he was given p u b l i c penance by 
bishop Babylas of Antioch f o r the murder o f Gordian. This 
would suggest t h a t he was baptised" 7 2. C e r t a i n l y P h i l i p 
seems t o have had a very favourable a t t i t u d e towards the 
Church, which l e d t o an increase i n conversions. Origen, 
however, lamented the lowering of moral standards as a 
r e s u l t of the lac k of persecution and the surge of new 
converts" 7 3. He d i d however, remark on the in c r e a s i n g 
p u b l i c h o s t i l i t y t o the Church i n 248" 7 4. Soon, the 
clim a t e o f peace would change. 
The defeat and death of P h i l i p a t the hands of 
Decius i n 249 marked the beginning o f the f i r s t t r u l y 
comprehensive persecution of the Church, and i t i s durin g 
t h i s persecution t h a t Origen was a r r e s t e d together w i t h 
69. Crouzel, 1989, p. 33. 
70. T r i g g , 1983, p. 166 and Crouzel, 1989, p. 34. 
71. Crouzel gives us three separate a u t h o r i t i e s i n 
Eusebius, Chrysostom and the Chronicon Paschale, and 
f u r t h e r d e t a i l s can be found i n h i s 1975 a r t i c l e , "Le 
c h r i s t i a n i s m e de 1'empereur P h i l l i p p e l'Arabe", i n 
Gregorianum 56, pp. 545-550. 
72. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 3-4. 
73. T r i g g , 1983, p. 201 . 
74. Chadwick, 1967, p. 117. 
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many notable C h r i s t i a n s , i n c l u d i n g h i s o l d f r i e n d bishop 
Alexander of Jerusalem. 
According t o Eusebius" 7 3, Alexander would d i e i n 
p r i s o n , while Origen was t o r t u r e d on various occasions i n 
order t o get him t o apostasise. The Roman a u t h o r i t i e s 
would no doubt have loved t o have been able t o c l a i m as 
prominent and learned a C h r i s t i a n as Origen as an 
apostate, and hence d i d not hasten t o k i l l him. The 
harsh a s c e t i c l i f e s t y l e t h a t Origen had adopted no doubt 
allowed him t o r e s i s t the b r u t a l and c r u e l t o r t u r e s , and 
they were unable t o achieve t h e i r aim. This ensured t h a t 
Origen would survive the persecution, but at great cost 
t o h i s personal h e a l t h . I n 251, Decian died i n b a t t l e , 
and the persecution ended. Origen was released, now 
s u f f e r i n g from the e f f e c t s of h i s treatment i n p r i s o n . 
He would d i e s h o r t l y afterwards, a martyr i n s p i r i t , i f 
not i n f a c t . 
His s u r v i v a l i s a t t e s t e d not only by Eusebius" 7 6, but 
also by Photius" 7" 7, (no doubt, based on l e t t e r s w r i t t e n by 
him a f t e r h i s ordeal and kept a t Caesarea) and Jerome" 7 8. 
Photius also records an a l t e r n a t i v e t r a d i t i o n i n which 
Origen died i n the p e r s e c u t i o n , " i n i l l u s t r i o u s martyrdom 
at Caesarea i t s e l f ' " 7 9 . However the weight of evidence 
p o i n t s t o him having died i n Tyre, aged about s i x t y - n i n e , 
75. HE V I , XXXIX, 2-4. 
76. HE V I I , I . 
77. B i b l . 118, 92b. CUFr I I . 
78. V i r l l l 54, quoted by Crouzel, 1989, p. 35, n. 137. 
79. See note 39. 
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due t o the i n j u r i e s received i n p r i s o n , and h i s body was 
bu r i e d there. The date would be about 253/54. 
Eventually, he would be buried at the Cathedral there, a 
f a c t which i s a t t e s t e d t o by numerous medieval v i s i t o r s 
and Crusaders, as l a t e as the t h i r t e e n t h c e n t u r y 8 0 . 
As f a r as the Church of the time was concerned, 
Origen had died i n orthodoxy. His c o n t r i b u t i o n t o 
C h r i s t i a n thought had a deep, i f not immediate, i n f l u e n c e 
on the theology of the Church, and i t would be years 
l a t e r t h a t h i s theology, and e s p e c i a l l y h i s c h r i s t o l o g y , 
would cause controversy. 
Sadly he would be denied h i s greatest d e s i r e : t o die 
a martyr. This would have t r a g i c consequences l a t e r on; 
f i r s t l y , i t would have been v i r t u a l l y impossible t o have 
had a martyr condemned. Secondly, the f a c t t h a t he 
survived the persecution was used by l a t e r d e t r a c t o r s , 
such as Epiphanius, t o f a l s e l y suggest t h a t he had 
a p o s t a s i s e d 8 1 . 
We have seen i n t h i s short biography, t h a t Origen 
was, l i k e a l l people, a product of h i s time. His thought 
was shaped by the atmosphere of persecution, the 
p a r t i c u l a r heresies of h i s time, and h i s d e s i r e t o 
e s t a b l i s h a p h i l o s o p h i c a l route t o C h r i s t i a n i t y . He 
would be remembered as the u l t i m a t e s p e c u l a t i v e 
80. Crouzel, 1989, p. 35. 
81. Crouzel, 1989, p. 36. 
theologian, t r y i n g t o push forward the bounds o f 
C h r i s t i a n thought as an exercise, a gymna^zkosBZ. 
82. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 163-164. 
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CHAPTER TWO. 
ORIGEM°S WORKS 
Thanks t o Ambrose, Origen's r i c h benefactor and 
patron, Origen "may w e l l have been one of the most 
p r o l i f i c w r i t e r s o f the ancient world"" 1 . The p u b l i s h i n g 
resources t h a t Ambrose provided would ensure t h a t a vast 
number of works by Origen would be published. I t would 
also ensure t h a t , despite Origen's l a t e r condemnation, 
some of them would survive due t o sheer numbers; i t would 
have been easier t o suppress Origen's thought i f he had 
published only a handful of volumes. Nevertheless, much 
of Origen's vast work does not s u r v i v e , w h i l e most of 
what does s u r v i v e , does so only i n L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n s of 
dubious r e l i a b i l i t y ; u n f o r t u n a t e l y , as we s h a l l see, t h i s 
i s the case w i t h what most scholars consider h i s c e n t r a l 
t e x t , De Principiis. 
I n order t o i d e n t i f y h i s c h r i s t o l o g y as f u l l y as 
p o s s i b l e , i t w i l l be necessary t o o u t l i n e the works of 
Origen, then i d e n t i f y those w r i t i n g s now e x t a n t , and then 
s e l e c t those which have the greatest importance as 
regards h i s c h r i s t o l o g y . My f i r s t task then i s t o 
b r i e f l y o u t l i n e h i s t o t a l work as f a r as i t i s u s e f u l t o 
do so. I n attempting t h i s task I am indebted t o Henri 
Crouzel's comprehensive treatment of t h i s i n the second 
1. Crouzel, 1989, p. 37. 
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chapter o f h i s book Origen2, as w e l l as t o guidance from 
Dr. Dragas of Durham U n i v e r s i t y . . 
There are b a s i c a l l y two l i s t s of Origen's work 
a v a i l a b l e t o us. F i r s t l y Jerome l i s t s them i n h i s L e t t e r 
33 t o Paula 3, and they comprise most probably o f the 
volumes t h a t he had seen a t the l i b r a r y a t Caesarea. 
This l i s t i s by no means complete. Secondly, Eusebius 
gives us three d i f f e r e n t l i s t s of h i s works, arranged 
by him according t o which period of Origen's l i f e they 
r e l a t e d t o 4 . Like Jerome he most l i k e l y ascertained i t 
from the contents of the l i b r a r y at Caesarea. Eusebius 
i s at variance w i t h Jerome at times, c e r t a i n l y i n terms 
of the numbers of books, but they are s u f f i c i e n t l y 
s i m i l a r f o r modern scholarship t o piece together, 
e s p e c i a l l y when c o n s u l t i n g other s u r v i v i n g fragments. 
Eusebius also mentions a whole c o l l e c t i o n of h i s 
correspondence, comprising over one hundred l e t t e r s . 
He l i s t e d them i n h i s a d d i t i o n t o Pamphilus 1 Apology for 
Origen, but u n f o r t u n a t e l y most of t h i s work has now been 
l o s t 3 . 
The bulk of Origen's work i s concerned w i t h 
exegesis, as Origen held S c r i p t u r e paramount i n a l l h i s 
2. 1989, pp. 37-49. I w i l l not attempt t o reproduce i n 
depth Crouzel's account, i t being o v e r l y d e t a i l e d f o r the 
purposes of t h i s study. 
3. CUFr I I , quoted by Crouzel i n i t s e n t i r e t y ; 
4. HE V I , XXIV, 1-4 f o r the Alexandrian p e r i o d , HE V I , 
XXXII, 1-2 f o r the e a r l y period at Caesarea, and f i n a l l y 
HE V I , XXXVI, 2-3 f o r the l a t e r p a r t of h i s l i f e . 
5. We have only book I ( i n L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n by Rufinus) 
and various fragments i n other ancient authors. Crouzel, 
1989, p. 1. 
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thought. This exegetical work f a l l s i n t o three broad 
categories or classes. The f i r s t c lass of e x e g e t i c a l 
w r i t i n g s are d e t a i l e d and o f t e n lengthy commentaries 
(Jerome and Eusebius speak of numbers of books, meaning , 
i n f a c t , f u l l papyrus s c r o l l s ) on both Old Testament and 
New Testament books. According t o Jerome he produced 
commentaries on Genesis, Lamentations, many of the 
Psalms, I s a i a h , Hosea, Proverbs, Matthew, Luke, John, 
Romans, Galatians, Ephesians, P h i l i p i a n s , Colossians, I 
and I I Thesalonians, T i t u s and Philemon. 
The second class consists of what Nautin and Crouzel 
c a l l " s c h o l i a s " (Greek: excerpta), which are s i m i l a r t o 
the commentaries, but which focus on smaller sections of 
S c r i p t u r a l t e x t s , r a t h e r than whole books. Again, Jerome 
l i s t s s c h o l i a on Exodus, L e v i t i c u s , I s a i a h , some Psalms, 
Ecclesiastes and John. 
The t h i r d class of exegetical works comprises of the 
numerous homilies Origen preached a t Caesarea. These 
were sermons examining S c r i p t u r a l passages, but as one 
would expect, i n less d e t a i l , and more i n keeping w i t h 
what would be understood by the p a r t i c u l a r congregations 
t o whom he preached. As I have already mentioned i n the 
previous chapter, Origen was at f i r s t l o a t h e t o have them 
recorded because of the impromptu nature o f most of them. 
Jerome and Eusebius mention a great number of them on 
such books as Genesis, Exodus, L e v i t i c u s , Numbers, 
Deuteronomy, the Song of Songs, Judges, Kings, I s a i a h , 
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Jeremiah, E z e k i e l , the Psalms, Matthew, Luke, Acts, I I 
Co r i n t h i a n s , Thessalonians, Galatians, T i t u s and Hebrews. 
I n the same class as homilies, although not s t r i c t l y 
speaking e x e g e t i c a l , Origen also preached on 
e c c l e s i a s t i c a l and p r a c t i c a l t o p i c s such as Easter, 
peace, marriage, etc. 
A f i n a l work r e l a t e d t o exegesis, and not mentioned 
by Jerome i n L e t t e r 33, i s t h a t of the c o l o s s a l Hexapla, 
a s i x column, side by side version of the Old Testament, 
c o n t a i n i n g not only the o f f i c i a l Septuagint v e r s i o n , but 
also other Greek versions by Aquila, Theodotion and 
Symmachus. Also included would be a Hebrew 
t r a n s l i t e r a t i o n and perhaps the Hebrew t e x t i t s e l f . I t s 
composition i s not f u l l y c l e a r as only small fragments 
s u r v i v e , and only the Septuagint v e r s i o n was c o p i e d 6 . 
Origen's non exegetical work comprises of the 
f o l l o w i n g : De Principiis, a t h e o l o g i c a l t r e a t i s e ; Contra 
Celsum, a r e f u t a t i o n of Celsus' True Doctrine; 
Stromateis, now l o s t , but who's t i t l e means Tapestries, 
and was also the t i t l e of the important work by Clement, 
h i s predecessor at Alexandria; Exhortation to Martyrdom, 
intended t o strengthen Ambrose during the persecution of 
Maximin the Thracian; Also t o Ambrose and a woman named 
Tatiane, De Oratione, a t r e a t i s e on prayer; A t r e a t i s e On 
The Resurrection; A r e c e n t l y discovered t r e a t i s e On 
6. Constantine ordered f i f t y copies be made, en t r u s t e d t o 
Eusebius, who t e l l s us i n h i s Life of Constantine, IV, 
36-37. 
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Easter; The Dialogue with Heraclides, g i v i n g an account 
of a synod where Origen reconverted the bishop 
Heraclides; A c o l l e c t i o n of h i s correspondence, mentioned 
above. 
As can be seen, the number and scope o f Origen's 
w r i t i n g was t r u l y awesome. However, what survives i s 
only a small p a r t of t h a t great work, mainly due t o the 
controversies and condemnations of l a t e r years. The f a c t 
t h a t any of i t survives at a l l i s a testament t o h i s 
p o p u l a r i t y even a f t e r h i s condemnation: the monks at St. 
Arsenius h i d , r a t h e r than destroyed h i s work as a r e s u l t 
of the condemnation of the F i f t h Ecumenical Council of 
Constantinople 7. Such evidence would lend credence t o 
the idea t h a t some of the bishops present a t the Council, 
a f t e r condemning Origen, d u t i f u l l y went home and h i d 
t h e i r copies of h i s work, r a t h e r than destroy them a. 
And so, I s h a l l move on t o h i s extant work, and the 
associated problems a r i s i n g from i t . Again, I am 
indebted t o Crouzel's account, r e f e r r e d t o above. 
Two important points need t o be made before we l i s t 
the s u r v i v i n g work. F i r s t l y , much of what survives, does 
so not i n the o r i g i n a l Greek, but i n f o u r t h and f i f t h 
century L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n s . Most of these t r a n s l a t i o n s , 
although not a l l 9 , are e i t h e r by Rufinus of A q u i l e i a , 
7. Crouzel, 1989, p. 32. 
8. This view has been expressed by Dr.J. M cGuckin, at a 
l e c t u r e which I attended i n 1987. 
9. For example, the "unknown t r a n s l a t o r of the Commentary 
on Matthew", t h a t Crouzel dates t o the l a t e r f i f t h , or 
even s i x t h century. 1989, p. 42. 
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whose r e l i a b i l i t y i s i n question by h i s own admission, or 
by Jerome, who eventually became one of Origen's most 
important d e t r a c t o r s . At once we can see t h a t we not 
only have possible and c o n f l i c t i n g bias, but also a 
d i f f e r e n t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n a l perspective i n terms of the 
h i s t o r i c a l time period; there i s a vast d i f f e r e n c e 
between the "Greek of the persecuted m i n o r i t y Church of 
the 3*^ century, and La t i n s of the triumphant Church of 
the end o f the 4 t h " 1 0 . Further t o t h i s , many of these 
t r a n s l a t i o n s were, i n f a c t , more l i k e paraphrases, as a 
cursory comparison of the Greek fragments which survive, 
wiXh the L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n s ^ c l e a r l y shows 1 1. 
The second p o i n t r e f e r s t o the many fragments t h a t 
s u r v i v e , and the d i f f i c u l t y of t h e i r accurate 
i d e n t i f i c a t i o n and a t t r i b u t i o n . This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y t r u e 
o f the fragments that survive i n the Catenae, as I s h a l l 
show below. On top of t h i s , i t i s not always possible t o 
piece them together i n the o r i g i n a l and c o r r e c t order, 
e s p e c i a l l y when we do not possess even L a t i n 
t r a n s l a t i o n s . 
Of Origen's f i r s t class of e x e g e t i c a l works, the 
commentaries, we possess the f o l l o w i n g : Nine books, from 
a rep o r t e d t h i r t y - t w o 1 2 , of the Commentary on John, i n 
Greek, o f which one of them (XIX) i s incomplete. The 
Commentary on Matthew survives p a r t i a l l y i n Greek ( e i g h t 
10. Crouzel, 1989, p. 42. 
11. Crouzel, 1989, p. 42. 
12. For reported numbers of books, see Jerome's L e t t e r 
33, as informed by Eusebius i n Crouzel, 1989, pp. 37-39. 
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books from a reported t w e n t y - f i v e ) , but also i n a L a t i n 
t r a n s l a t i o n , which has been d i v i d e d i n t o h o m i l y - l i k e 
sections. The Commentary on the Song of Songs only 
p a r t i a l l y survives (three books and possibly p a r t of a 
f o u r t h , from a reported t e n ) , and i s i n the L a t i n of 
Rufinus. The Commentary on Romans also survives i n 
Rufinus 1 L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n , but as ten books, r a t h e r than 
the o r i g i n a l f i f t e e n . This time, however, the reason i s 
not l o s s , but Rufinus' e d i t i n g of the o r i g i n a l Greek 
manuscript, as he t e l l s us himself i n the preface. The 
already mentioned f i n d a t Toura unearthed fragments of 
the commentary, which, when compared t o the L a t i n 
v e r s i o n , s u r p r i s i n g l y show Rufinus t o have c a r r i e d out a 
reasonably good job. Of the r e s t of the Commentaries, we 
possess only fragments, p a r t i c u l a r l y on the Psalms i n the 
Catenae'* 3. 
With the second class of e x e g e t i c a l w r i t i n g s , the 
s c h o l i a , the problems mentioned above come i n t o t h e i r 
own. I t i s possible t o i n t e r p r e t some of the fragments 
as parts of e i t h e r a commentary or a homily, and 
d i f f i c u l t t o t e l l the d i f f e r e n c e . The s c h o l i a have come 
down t o us, as Crouzel states 1**, by three main sources: 
f i r s t l y i n c o l l e c t i o n s such as Pamphilus' Apology for 
Origen (as much of i t t h a t survives i n any case) and the 
Philocalia of Origen, put together by the Cappadocian 
Fathers, s p e c i f i c a l l y B a s i l and Gregory of Nazianzen. 
13. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 43-45. 
14. 1989, pp. 44-45. 
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Secondly i n the Catenae, which were exegetical 
compilations of e a r l y Church Fathers' work. These prove 
t o be r a t h e r u n r e l i a b l e , i n terms of t h e i r c o r r e c t 
a t t r i b u t i o n t o Origen, or otherwise. I n any case, they 
are mostly paraphrased and abridged. T h i r d l y as 
quotations i n works by other w r i t e r s such as, f o r example 
Methodius or Jerome. Again, the r e l i a b i l i t y of these i s 
not always good, e s p e c i a l l y when the p a r t i c u l a r authors 
were d e t r a c t o r s o f Origen, or when they were i n t e r p r e t i n g 
Origen out of context and out o f h i s own time. 
Of the homilies, the t h i r d class of exe g e t i c a l 
w r i t i n g s , we possess two hundred and seventy nine of 
them, but only twenty-one i n Greek (twelve of these also 
e x i s t i n L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n s by Jerome). The r e s t are 
extant i n the L a t i n of e i t h e r Jerome or Rufinus. Indeed, 
some of these had not been recognized as Origen's, 
i n s t e a d a t t r i b u t e d t o Jerome 1 s 
The Hexapla e x i s t s only i n fragments, mainly from 
o t h e r author's quotations, and then only of the 
Septuagint t e x t . I t i s not s u r p r i s i n g t h a t t h i s should 
be the case, as only i t s t e x t of the Septuagint was ever 
copied. I t would be l o g i c a l t o suspect t h a t Origen 
composed i t as a working t o o l , f o r h i s own S c r i p t u r a l 
15. Crouzel mentions the work of Luke V. Peri i n 
a t t r i b u t i n g seventy four h o m i l i e s on the Psalms t o 
Origen, where before they had been considered by Dom 
Morin t o be Jerome's. Peri's a r t i c l e i s not a v a i l a b l e t o 
me so I give Crouzel's reference f o r i t : Omelie 
origeniane sui Salmi: Studi e Testi 289. Vatican C i t y , 
1980. Crouzel, 1989, p. 43, t e x t and n. 
30. 
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st u d i e s , r a t h e r than anything else, hence i t would not 
have been intended f o r d i s t r i b u t i o n . Crouzel suggests a 
new e d i t i o n of fragments should be produced, due t o 
recent f i n d s , as the previous such e d i t i o n dates from 
1875, by F i e l d 1 6 . 
I n the f i n a l category of non-exegetical works, we 
possess some important t e x t s . The f i r s t and most famous 
one of these i s the De Principiis (Peri Archon i n Greek, 
and Treatise on First Principles i n E n g l i s h ) . This f o u r 
volume work survives i n i t s e n t i r e t y i n Rufinus' L a t i n 
t r a n s l a t i o n , but has been massaged somewhat by him, i n 
order t o remove what he considered t o be l a t e r a d d i t i o n s . 
I n f a c t , he ends up s o f t e n i n g Origen's views and thus 
smoothing over c r u c i a l passages r e l a t i n g d i r e c t l y t o the 
aim o f t h i s study. Some pa r t s of i t survive i n Greek, 
together w i t h fragments of Jerome's L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n , 
normally considered t o be more f a i t h f u l . The unfortunate 
e f f e c t of t h i s i s t h a t many who study Origen base a l l 
t h e i r conceptions of him on t h i s one tome, e f f e c t i v e l y 
i g n o r i n g the extant t r a n s l a t i o n ' s shortcomings. Thus 
they form an incomplete o p i n i o n of Origen's thought. 
Further t o t h i s , they can also be misled by the f a c t t h a t 
De Principiis i s a r a t h e r e a r l y work 1 - 7, and so tends t o 
16. Crouzel, 1989, p. 41. Unfortunately, t h i s i s not 
a v a i l a b l e t o me.In any case Crouzel, u n t y p i c a l l y , f a i l s 
t o give s u f f i c i e n t b i b l i o g r a p h i c a l d e t a i l s . 
17. T r i g g gives the date as 229 (1989, p. 91), and wh i l e 
there i s some s c h o l a r l y debate about the exact date, i t 
does not concern us here. The important p o i n t i s t h a t i t 
was composed i n Origen's Alexandrian period, sometime 
between 215 and 230. 
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r e f l e c t Origen's thought a t t h a t time, before a gre a t e r 
maturation process has been allowed t o develop. However, 
De Principiis does represent a s t a r t i n g p o i n t f o r f u r t h e r 
study, and i n some scholars' opinions, a complete 
t h e o l o g i c a l system, such as Nautin and T r i g g . 
The Treatise on Prayer survives i n Greek, as does 
the Exhortation to Martyrdom. Both these works belong t o 
the Caesarean pe r i o d i n Origen's l i f e , and appear t o be 
w r i t t e n f o r , and a t the request of^ Ambrose. A Treatise 
on Easter surfaced at Toura, which, although badly 
damaged, has been published by Nautin, according t o 
C r o u z e l 1 s . Also discovered a t Toura, the Dialogue with 
Heraclides, i n Greek, mentioned i n the previous chapter, 
and important i n t h a t i t shows us Origen i n a c t i o n . 
The b r i l l i a n t apologetic defence against Celsus' 
True Discourse, Contra Celsus has also survived i n Greek, 
and gives us the o p p o r t u n i t y t o compare h i s l a t e r 
t h i n k i n g t o h i s e a r l i e r , the book being completed i n 
about 248 1 S I. C e r t a i n l y i t represents the e a r l i e s t 
C h r i s t i a n attempt t o r e f u t e the pagan h e l l e n i s t i c 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l t r a d i t i o n , using i t s own t o o l s , and from a 
p o s i t i o n of i n t e l l e c t u a l e q u a l i t y a t the very l e a s t 2 0 . 
F i n a l l y , from the c o l l e c t i o n of Origen's 
correspondence, mentioned by Eusebius, only two l e t t e r s 
18. This t e x t i s not a v a i l a b l e to me, and again, Crouzel 
neglects t o give f u r t h e r b i b l i o g r a p h i c a l i n f o r m a t i o n 
(Crouzel, 1989, p. 47). 
19. See Chadwick's i n t r o d u c t i o n t o h i s English 
t r a n s l a t i o n (1953, pp. x i v - x v ) . 
20. Chadwick, 1953, p. x i i i . 
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survive i n Greek; one t o J u l i u s Africanus (together w i t h 
J u l i u s A f r i c a n u s 1 l e t t e r t o Origen), and the other t o 
Gregory Thaumaturgus. Some fragments i n L a t i n s u r vive, 
i n c l u d i n g Origen's l e t t e r t o f r i e n d s i n Alexandria, 
preserved i n De Adulteratione 8 by Rufinus. 
I t can be seen then, t h a t while we possess a 
reasonably l a r g e amount of h i s w r i t i n g s , they represent 
only a small p a r t of h i s t o t a l work. Even then, much of 
what we have i s second, and even t h i r d hand, and o f t e n i n 
u n r e l i a b l e versions. This n a t u r a l l y presents a problem 
when t r y i n g t o i d e n t i f y a p a r t i c u l a r s t rand o f h i s 
thought, such as h i s c h r i s t o l o g y . What methodology then, 
should be employed i n attempting t o a s c e r t a i n h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y ? Crouzel suggests an answer 2 1. 
He s t a t e s t h a t scholars i n the past have tended t o 
ignore d i f f i c u l t and contentious fragments, and such 
works as the Homilies and Commentaries, instead of 
conce n t r a t i n g on the major works s u r v i v i n g i n Greek, plus 
De Principiis. I would add t h a t some do not even go t h a t 
f a r , c o n f i n i n g themselves t o De Principiis alone, or even 
l i m i t i n g themselves t o t h e i r own preconceived ideas, 
based on second hand i n f o r m a t i o n 2 2 . Instead, Crouzel 
suggests the use, on a massive scale, o f a l l extant t e x t s 
i s the c o r r e c t modus operandi, f o l l o w i n g Henri de Lubac's 
21. 1989, pp. 48-49. 
22. For example, none less than Martin Luther dismisses 
Origen on the grounds t h a t " i n a l l of Origen there i s not 
a s i n g l e word about C h r i s t " , demonstrating a severe l a c k 
of r e a l knowledge about Origen's w r i t i n g s . T r i g g , 1983, 
p. 256. T r i g g does not give us a source 
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suggestion i n h i s Histoire et Esprit33. This w i l l a llow 
the reader t o cross reference and compare p a r a l l e l t e x t s 
and determine the t r u e shape of Origen's thought. 
However, I would suggest t h a t t o f o l l o w t h i s course 
of a c t i o n e x a c t l y could lead t o inconclusive confusion a t 
worst, and erroneous conclusions at b e s t 2 4 , as Origen 
tends t o c o n t r a d i c t himself q u i t e o f t e n 2 5 5 . Crouzel i s 
aware o f the problem when he states t h a t , " h i s thought i s 
f u l l o f i n t e r n a l tensions and no t e x t y i e l d s h i s thought 
p r e c i s e l y on a given p o i n t " 2 6 . I t may come down, again, 
t o the f a c t t h a t Crouzel does not be l i e v e Origen i s 
systematic, w h i l e other authors such as Nautin and T r i g g 
do, basing t h e i r contention on the c e n t r a l i t y of De 
Principiis i n Origen's t h o u g h t 2 7 . Their method w i l l 
n a t u r a l l y be d i f f e r e n t , and a t odds w i t h Crouzel's. 
A compromise must t h e r e f o r e be reached i n an attempt 
t o s a t i s f y both camps. I f De Principiis i s used as a 
s t a r t i n g p o i n t , and then gradually informed by the use of 
other Origenian t e x t s , we can r e t a i n some of the 
23. 1950. 
24. For instance, J. Nigel Rowe's 1987 book on Origen's 
c h r i s t o l o g y , i n my opinion, s u f f e r s from an o v e r k i l l of 
quota t i o n s , t y i n g i t s e l f up i n c o n t r a d i c t i o n a f t e r 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n , and consequently obscuring i t s c e n t r a l 
argument. A f u r t h e r o b j e c t i o n t o Rowe's an a l y s i s i s the 
r e l a t i v e lack of a h i s t o r i c a l framework w i t h i n which t o 
judge Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y e f f e c t i v e l y . I w i l l expand on 
t h i s l a t e r . 
25. I s h a l l r e t u r n t o t h i s i n the f o l l o w i n g chapter, 
s u f f i c e i t t o say f o r now, t h a t Origen's method as a 
teacher may w e l l account f o r some of t h i s . 
26. Crouzel, 1989, p. 49. 
27. T r i g g devotes a whole chapter of h i s book t o t h i s 
aim. 1983, pp. 87-129. 
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c e n t r a l i t y of i t , p l e a s i n g the systematicjan. At the same 
time, the gradual and c r i t i c a l use of other extant t e x t s 
should ensure that undue importance i s not attached to De 
Principiis, which should please the non-systematician. As 
a r e s u l t we should achieve a f a i r l y balanced p i c t u r e of 
Origen's thought. Th i s , then, i s the methodology I 
propose to adopt i n studying h i s c h r i s t o l o g y . 
For the E n g l i s h speaking student with no Greek or 
L a t i n , there i s a f u r t h e r problem, t h a t being the 
r e l i a n c e on E n g l i s h t r a n s l a t i o n s of the t e x t s , and other 
s c h o l a r s ' i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s of them i n t h e i r work. I n the 
case of De Principiisf Which is a300c! example, t h i s w i l l mean 
th a t the t e x t a v a i l a b l e w i l l have come through three 
languages, Greek, L a t i n , and f i n a l l y E n g l i s h , and w i l l 
have undergone three e d i t i n g processes by Rufinus, 
Koetschau (who was German), and Butterworth. I n 
ad d i t i o n , much recent s c h o l a r s h i p has been published 
o r i g i n a l l y i n languages other than E n g l i s h ; De Faye, 
Danielou, Nautin and Crouzel are a l l French, f o r example. 
Again, a dependence on t r a n s l a t i o n s i s i n e v i t a b l e . 
F u r t h e r , the v e r s i o n s of t e x t s quoted by these authors 
have been obtained from sources a v a i l a b l e to them i n 
t h e i r c o u n t r i e s , and not always a v a i l a b l e here. 
Consequently, I have t r i e d to l i m i t myself to quotations 
from the E n g l i s h t r a n s l a t i o n s a v a i l a b l e to me (not a l l of 
them were) as I have d e t a i l e d i n the p r e l i m i n a r y chapter. 
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Where t h i s was not p o s s i b l e , I have i n d i c a t e d the source 
given by other authors. 
Having placed Origen i n a h i s t o r i c a l framework and 
examined the nature and extent of Origen's work, we can 
now go on to study h i s c h r i s t o l o g y i n d e t a i l . 
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CHAPTER THREE„ 
ORIGESTS CHRISTOLOGY. 
In order to conduct as thorough as p o s s i b l e an 
examination of Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y , I s h a l l f i r s t have 
to i d e n t i f y the major c o n s t i t u e n t themes i n t h a t 
c h r i s t o l o g y . Therefore I s h a l l attempt to co n s t r u c t an 
overview of i t from Origen's own t e x t s . 
As has already been s t a t e d , the s t a r t i n g point of 
such an attempt w i l l be the formulation of h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y i n h i s famous t r e a t i s e De Principiis ( a l s o 
known as P e r i Archon i n Greek, and On First Principles i n 
E n g l i s h ) . I t begins here because t h i s can be considered 
to be Origen's attempt a t a f i r s t Systematic Theology. 1 
Here, according to the sys t e m a t i c s c h o l a r s such as Trigg, 
he expounds views which he c o n s i d e r s fundamental to 
C h r i s t i a n f a i t h and, i n an i n t e l l e c t u a l and a n a l y t i c a l 
way, d e s c r i b e s p o s s i b l e s o l u t i o n s to t h e o l o g i c a l 
questions. De Principiis has been considered Origen's 
attempt to s t a t e h i s b e l i e f s and draw them i n t o a u n i f i e d 
system. T h i s contention i t s e l f w i l l be examined more 
f u l l y l a t e r . 
1. As we have already seen, there i s some debate about 
the v a l i d i t y of considering De Principiis to be 
syst e m a t i c , and while many s c h o l a r s b e l i e v e i t to be so 
(e.g. T r i g g ) , others do not; most notably Henri Crouzel, 
who s t a t e s that i t should not be seen as a f i r s t "Summa 
Thelogica", Crouzel, 1989, p. 46. However, i t i s not my 
i n t e n t i o n to enter into t h i s debate f o r the present, as 
i t i s c l e a r that for both s i d e s , De Principiis represents 
to some degree, a l u c i d formulation of Origen's theology. 
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That i s not to say that other works by Origen have 
nothing to o f f e r us. Quite the contrary, as has been 
s t a t e d above, the method w i l l r e q u i r e r e f e r e n c e to the 
other Origenian t e x t s , i n order to c l a r i f y and inform the 
p i c t u r e of h i s c h r i s t o l o g y i n De Principiis. What i s 
being s a i d i s that De Principiis i s our s t a r t i n g point to 
which we w i l l make adjustments, i n the l i g h t of the other 
extant t e x t s . 
Before we begin, i t i s as w e l l to say a few words 
regarding the r e l i a b i l i t y of the v e r s i o n of the t e x t 
c u r r e n t l y extant, over and above what has a l r e a d y been 
s t a t e d . The only complete t e x t of De Principiis s u r v i v e s 
i n the L a t i n t r a n s l a t i o n of Rufinus of A q u i l e i a , which 
was completed i n 398, and whose r e l i a b i l i t y i s i n 
question as Rufinus himself s t a t e s t h a t he has "smoothed 
over" and "emended" i t so as not to cause offence to 
L a t i n r e a d e r s 2 . Rufinus was of the opinion t h a t the 
Greek t e x t a v a i l a b l e to him had been tampered with by 
h e r e t i c s , and saw i t as h i s duty to c o r r e c t t h i s 3 . 
While Jerome had completed a more f a i t h f u l 
t r a n s l a t i o n , t h i s i s now l o s t . However, some Greek 
fragments have su r v i v e d as quotations i n other works, 
such as the P h i l o c a l i a , J u s t i n i a n ' s Florilegium, and to 
some extent i n the w r i t i n g s of Gregory of Nyssa*. For a 
complete treatment of the problem see G.W. Butterworth's 
2. De Princ., preface, 2. 
3. Danielou, 1955, p. x i i . 
4. Danielou, 1955, p. x i i . 
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i n t r o d u c t i o n to Dr. Koetchau's t e x t 3 . I n addition, 
Gustave Bardy deals with the problem a t length i n h i s 
Reeherches sur 1'histoire du texte et des versions latines 
du Pe Principiis d'Origene*. 
I t i s therefore c l e a r that Rufinus' t r a n s l a t i o n w i l l 
have to be used, but with c a r e . The t e x t a v a i l a b l e to me 
i s Butterworth 1s E n g l i s h v e r s i o n of Koetchau's 
t r a n s l a t i o n , which, although c o n t a i n i n g too many Greek 
fragments, has been " s p l e n d i d l y " t r a n s l a t e d i n t o E n g l i s h , 
i n T r i g g ' s opinion - 7. 
De Principiis appears to s e t out s y s t e m a t i c a l l y the 
" F i r s t P r i n c i p l e s " of the C h r i s t i a n F a i t h and explore 
p o s s i b l e explanations of matters t h e r e i n , on a 
s p e c u l a t i v e b a s i s . I n h i s preface, Origen seems to say 
j u s t t h a t : 
"Many of those...who p r o f e s s to b e l i e v e 
i n C h r i s t , hold c o n f l i c t i n g opinions not 
only on small and t r i v i a l questions but 
a l s o on some that are grea t and important.. 
. . . I n view of t h i s i t seems necessary to 
lay down a d e f i n i t e l i n e and unmistakable 
r u l e i n regard to each of these, and to 
postpone the i n q u i r y i n t o other matters 
u n t i l a f t e r w a r d s . " 3 
Accordingly Origen begins with the Father, C h r i s t , 
and the Holy S p i r i t , argues h i s way through a " h i s t o r y " 
of c r e a t i o n , from the F a l l i n g Away to the very End, 
t r e a t i n g questions which a r i s e from t h a t study, s t r e s s i n g 
the importance of s c r i p t u r e and defending use of h i s 
5. SPCK, 1936, pp. ix-xxx. 
6. P a r i s , 1923. 
7. Trigg, 1981, p. 24. 
8. De Princ. I , Pref., 2. 
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a l l e g o r i c a l method, before summing up the Doctrine of the 
T r i n i t y . As Crouzel points out, the d i v i s i o n of the work 
i n t o four volumes does not correspond f u l l y with the plan 
of the t r e a t i s e , due to the c o n s t r a i n t of c a l l i n g each 
f u l l r o l l of papyrus a volume®. 
The f i r s t C h r i s t o l o g i c a l innovation comes e a r l y i n 
the work, when Origen argues f o r an e t e r n a l begetting of 
the Son from the Father. I n order to do t h i s he r e l i e s 
on a c e n t r a l p a r t of h i s c h r i s t o l o g i c a l thought, which i n 
turn i s based on B i b l i c a l t e x t s : that of a theology of 
the t i t l e s of C h r i s t . Origen develops h i s d o c t r i n e of 
the t i t l e s , or more a c c u r a t e l y , the epinoiai, of C h r i s t 
by examining the t i t l e s given to C h r i s t i n the New 
Testament, and using h i s a l l e g o r i c a l method of exegesis 
to e x t r a c t t i t l e s from the Old Testament 1 0. For him, 
these epinoiai axe simply the d i f f e r e n t ways i n which 
C h r i s t appears to us. As Crouzel s t a t e s : 
"They represent the d i f f e r e n t f u n c t i o n s 
or a t t r i b u t e s that the C h r i s t takes on as 
Mediator i n r e l a t i o n to u s . . . [ . . . ] . . . F o r 
9. Crouzel, 1989, p. 46. 
10. Origen i s concerned to show that the two Testaments 
belong together, and the use of a l l e g o r i c a l e x e g e s i s 
enables him to l i n k the two. T h i s i s due to the s o r t of 
h e r e s i e s expressed i n h i s time: most notably t h a t of 
Marcion, who argues that each Testament must have a 
d i f f e r e n t God, as God appears to a c t d i f f e r e n t l y i n them. 
For example he p o s t u l a t e s that the God of the Old 
testament cannot be a good God, due to the amount of 
c r u e l t y , war, s u f f e r i n g , e t c . , that i s present i n the Old 
Testament. Origen, however, by using the a l l e g o r i c a l 
method of exegesis, does not have to i n t e r p r e t every 
event i n the Old Testament as l i t e r a l t r u t h , and can 
i n s t e a d concentrate on showing how the two Testaments 
belong together, with the God of the New and of the Old, 
being one and the same. Crouzel, 1989, p. 154. 
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Origen i t i s simply a matter of the 
d i f f e r e n t aspects under which C h r i s t appears 
to us: the word epinoia expresses a human 
way of looking a t these things, with or 
without foundation i n the r e a l , without 
t h i s d i s t i n c t i o n of concepts corresponding 
to d i f f e r e n t b e i n g s . " 1 1 
Origen i d e n t i f i e s about a hundred or so epinoiai 
throughout h i s work, and s t u d i e s around f i f t y i n Book I 
of the Commentary on John C r o u z e l 1 2 . We s h a l l r e t u r n to 
the epinoiai as a whole when we examine the curious idea 
t h a t each person saw C h r i s t as d i f f e r e n t . But for now, 
l i k e Crouzel^ we are only i n t e r e s t e d i n the two major 
epinoiai: that of Wisdom and t h a t of Logos. 
Origen considers Wisdom as the p r i n c i p l e epinoia, 
f o l l o w i n g Prov. 8: 22, and John 1 : 1 . I t i s i n Wisdom 
t h a t we f i n d the " I n t e l l i g i b l e Word". As Crouzel s t a t e s : 
"Wisdom which i s the Son can be shared 
by r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e s : the v i r t u e of 
wisdom i s i n f a c t the hi g h e s t of a l l , 
the m y s t i c a l v i r t u e par e x c e l l e n c e which 
enables i t s possessor to see as by an 
intimate c o n n a t u r a l i t y the d i v i n e 
r e a l i t i e s . M l 3 
The Logos, being the second epinoia, i s that which allows 
Wisdom to be communicated to the logika, (who are the 
r a t i o n a l beings), and the logika are indeed r a t i o n a l 
because of t h e i r p a r t i c i p a t i o n with the Logos (or 
Reason). 
11. Crouzel, 1989, p. 189. 
12. 1989, p. 189. 
13. Crouzel, 1989, p. 190. 
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Thus, i n order to demonstrate the e t e r n a l begetting 
of the Son from the Father he begins with the epinoia of 
Wisdom: 
"And can anyone who has learned to 
regard God with f e e l i n g s of reverence 
suppose or b e l i e v e t h a t God the Father 
ever e x i s t e d , even f o r a s i n g l e moment 
without begetting h i s wisdom? For he 
would e i t h e r say that God could not have 
begotten wisdom before he d i d beget her, 
so that he brought wisdom i n t o being 
when she had not e x i s t e d before, or 
e l s e that he could have begotten her 
and - what i s p r o f a n i t y even to say 
about God - that he was u n w i l l i n g to do 
so; each of which a l t e r n a t i v e s , as 
everyone can see, i s absurd and impious, 
t h a t i s , e i t h e r t hat God should advance 
from being unable to being able, or that, 
while being able, he should a c t as i f he 
were not and should delay to beget wisdom. 
"Wherefore we recognize t h a t God was 
always the Father of h i s only-begotten Son, 
who was born indeed of him and draws h i s 
being from him, but i s yet without any 
beginning, not only of t h a t kind which can 
be d i s t i n g u i s h e d by periods of time, but 
even of that other kind, which the mind 
alone i s wont to contemplate i n i t s e l f 
and to perceive, i f I may so say, with 
the bare i n t e l l e c t and reason."' 1'* 
Origen expands the idea that the thought of God 
being without "Wisdom" i s unthinkable, e i t h e r because he 
needs "wisdom" to beget "wisdom", or because to be able 
to beget "wisdom" and not do so would suggest that e i t h e r 
God i s not ommnipotent or benevolent. He then extends 
t h i s idea to encompass the Word or Logos epinoia, which 
he d e a l s with i n a s i m i l a r way i n which he has already 
d e a l t with Wisdom. But i t i s not j u s t a case of the 
Fat h e r generating the Son and being done with: "The 
14. De Princ. I , 2, 2. 
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Father d i d not generate the Son and dismiss Him a f t e r He 
was generated, but He i s always generating Him" 1 3. 
However, t h i s begetting, cannot be compared to any 
e a r t h l y or human begetting, but i s : 
"An e v e r l a s t i n g begetting, as a 
b r i g h t n e s s i s begotten from l i g h t . 
For he does not become Son i n an 
e x t e r n a l way through adoption of the 
S p i r i t , but i s Son by nature.'"" 3 
Origen wants to d i s t a n c e himself from the idea that 
the Son i s i n some way c r e a t e d from a part of the Father, 
by the Father. I n other words, that although the Son i s 
of the same substance as the Father, he i s not, as some 
had proposed, begotten "by an a c t of s e p a r a t i o n from 
himself (The Father)"' 1' 7. T h i s i s to r e f u t e the 
V a l e n t i n i a n heresy t h a t such an a c t of s e p a r a t i o n 
(Prolobe) had o c c u r r e d . 1 s 
Having e s t a b l i s h e d t h i s e t e r n a l begetting, i t then 
l e a v e s us with the problem of whether the Son i s 
subordinate to the Father. One of the problems i n t h i s 
endeavour i s to decide how much of Origen remains i n 
Rufinus' t e x t , and indeed, where we have a c c e s s to 
d i f f e r e n t v e r s i o n s , how much they are t a r n i s h e d with the 
d e s i r e to see Origen condemned as a h e r e t i c because of 
h i s subordinationism. 
15. Horn, in Jer.IX, 4. 
16. De Princ. I , 2, 4. 
17. De Princ.IV, 4, 1 . 
18. Origen would have been very aware of the V a l e n t i n i a n 
viewpoints as he had converted Ambrose, h i s wealthy 
f r i e n d and benefactor, from that very heresy. Quasten, 
1953, p.43. 
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L e t us examine Book I , chapter 2, 6, as an 
example.Rufinus renders the t e x t i n question: 
"Our Saviour i s t h e r e f o r e the image 
of the i n v i s i b l e God, the Father, 
being the t r u t h , when considered i n 
r e l a t i o n to the F a t h e r h i m s e l f , and 
the image, when considered i n r e l a t i o n 
to us, to whom he r e v e a l s the F a t h e r . " 
Jerome, i n turn, renders i t as f o l l o w s , i n h i s 
Epistle ad Avitum 2: 
"The Son, who i s the image of the 
i n v i s i b l e Father, i s not t r u t h 
when compared with the F a t h e r : but 
i n r e l a t i o n to us, who are unable 
to r e c e i v e the t r u t h of God Almighty, 
he i s a shadow and semblance of the 
t r u t h . " 
C l e a r l y , Rufinus' v e r s i o n i s q u i t e p a l a t a b l e , while 
Jerome's forms the b a s i s f o r an a c c u s a t i o n of heresy. By 
the time Theophilus w r i t e s , a f t e r the C o u n c i l of 
A l e x a n d r i a where Origenism was condemned i n 400 A.D., the 
t e x t i s rendered: 
"The Son compared with us i s t r u t h , 
but compared with the F a t h e r i s 
falsehood." 
T h i s i s obviously quite a departure from even 
Jerome's v e r s i o n and has been t w i s t e d to such an extent 
as to portray Origen as almost e v i l , such i s the power of 
the word "falsehood" used i n the t e x t 1 9 . The problem i s 
compounded by the f a c t that Origen's opponents do not 
understand the P l a t o n i s t use of the word Truth as 
opposite to image, rat h e r than falsehood. Thus, 
19. Butterwoth, 1936, p. 20, n. 1. 
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according to C r o u z e l 2 0 , Theophilus f a i l s to understand 
t h i s and condemns Origen f o r a heresy which i s due 
e n t i r e l y to h i s own ignorance. Now while one may 
concede that Origen was mistaken, the accusation of 
culpable, d e l i b e r a t e heresy i s c e r t a i n l y not deserved. 
Indeed, Origen i s the f i r s t to s t a t e that i f he i s 
mistaken then he should be c o r r e c t e d , when he s t a t e s : 
" I n the meantime, these are the 
thoughts which occur to us at the 
moment i n our d i s c u s s i o n of such 
very d i f f i c u l t s u b j e c t s as the 
i n c a r n a t i o n and d e i t y of C h r i s t . 
I f there be anyone who can 
d i s c o v e r something b e t t e r and 
prove what he says by c l e a r e r 
statements out of the holy s c r i p t u r e s , 
l e t h i s opinion be accepted i n 
preference to mine." 2 1 
However, coming back to the problem of the p o s i t i o n 
of the Son i n r e l a t i o n to the Father, there appears to be 
some evidence from De Principiis t h a t Origen does 
consider C h r i s t subordinate to the Father. Much of the 
evidence for t h i s i s centred around two r a t h e r 
contentious ideas that he puts forward; namely the Son as 
the "image of the i n v i s i b l e God", and the p r e - e x i s t e n c e 
of the soul of C h r i s t . We s h a l l d e a l f i r s t with the 
11 • _ _ _ _ i t image . 
Origen uses the idea put forward by P a u l 2 2 to 
i l l u s t r a t e the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the Father and the 
Son. He f i r s t l y examines the use of "image" i n human 
20. 1989, p. 171. 
21. De Princ. I I , 4, 7. 
22. Col. 1:15. 
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terms, f i r s t l y as a p a i n t i n g or c a r v i n g can be an image 
of something, and secondly as a son can be s a i d to be the 
image of h i s fa t h e r ; Origen uses Adam and Seth as h i s 
example. The f i r s t , he says, a p p l i e s to how human beings 
a r e made i n the image of God 2 3, and the second can be 
a p p l i e d to the Father and the Son. Here we can see the 
t e n s i o n i n Origen's thought: while he does not want to 
f a l l i n t o the V a l e n t i n i a n and Gnostic trap of supposing a 
s e p a r a t i o n between the Father and the Son, he i s a l s o a t 
pai n s to conform to a s t r i c t monotheism. 
He wants to conform, not perhaps because he i s a 
s t r i c t monotheist himself, but because he recognizes that 
many other people i n church held as t r a d i t i o n a l t h a t 
view. Origen seems to e n t e r t a i n the idea t h a t being too 
s t r i c t l y monotheist leads people i n t o important e r r o r s ; 
t h a t much i s c l e a r from h i s Dialogue with Heraclides: 
"Orig.:..Is the Father God? 
Heracl.; Assuredly. 
Orig.: I s the Son d i s t i n c t from the Father? 
Heracl.: Of course. How can he be Son i f 
he i s a l s o Father? 
Orig.: While being d i s t i n c t from the 
Father i s the Son himself a l s o God? 
Heracl.: He himself i s a l s o God. 
Orig.: And do two Gods become a u n i t y ? 
Heracl.: Yes. 
Orig.: Do we confess two Gods? 
Heracl.: Yes. The power i s one. 
Orig.: But as our brethren take offence 
at the statement that there are two 
Gods, we must formulate the statement 
c a r e f u l l y , and show i n what sense there 
are two, and i n what sense the two are 
23 Gen 1:26. 
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one God.. . " 2 4 
Origen goes on to q u a l i f y and soften the statement, 
but t h i s i s not the only occasion when he makes such an 
a s s e r t i o n t h a t are two Gods 2 3. However, as i n the 
example above, he always adds some s o r t of q u a l i f i c a t i o n , 
and always uses the statement to show how the two a r e one 
God 2 6. 
On the one hand, the Father w i l l s the Son i n t o 
e x i s t e n c e through the power of h i s mind 2 7, meaning of 
course t h a t the Son must be contingent on the Father; 
indeed, Origen goes on to s t a t e : 
"This point must above a l l be upheld 
by those who allow nothing to be 
unbegotten, t h a t i s , unborn, except 
the God the Father o n l y . " 2 8 
I n f a c t , Rufinus has cushioned the blow here by 
rendering ^tV^oQ as ^t"0-u^-fo C (created as b e g o t t e n ) 2 S l / 
and Jerome cla i m s that what Origen had r e a l l y w r i t t e n was 
t h a t "nothing i s uncreated except God the F a t h e r o n l y " 3 0 
24 Dial, cum Heracl. Scherer p. 123-4, Chadwick and 
Oulton, 1954, p. 438. 
25. De Orafc.XV, 1; C.Cels.V, 39; VI, 61; V I I , 57; Comm. 
in Job.II, 2: 10, 37. 
26. Chadwick and Oulton, 1954, pp. 433-4 & n. 8. 
27. De Princ. I , 2, 6. 
28. De Princ. I , 2, 6. 
29. I t i s l i k e l y t h a t the d i s t i n c t i o n between these two 
words was not very c l e a r l y defined i n Origen's time; 
Butterworth t r a n s l a t i o n , p. 3, n. 3. Indeed, Crouzel i s 
a t pains to point out t h a t the importance the d i s t i n c t i o n 
(double n as opposed to a s i n g l e n) arose as a r e s u l t of 
the much l a t e r Arian controversy, and that before then, 
the two were used interchangeably, such t h a t the double n 
was not even pronounced. I t was only a f t e r the Ar i a n 
c r i s i s t h a t exact meanings and s p e l l i n g s of words become 
an i s s u e i n the church. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 174-175. 
30. Ep. ad Avitum 2, quoted i n Butterworth t r a n s l a t i o n , 
p. 19, n. 3. 
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On the other hand, Origen discounts any d i v i s i o n 
between the Father and the Son by saying that there can 
be no separation between the mind and w i l l of the Father 
begetting the Son, hence i f the Fathe r i s i n v i s i b l e so i s 
the "image" produced Which i s the Son. Origen comes to 
t h i s conclusion because God the Father i s i n c o r p o r e a l , 
and hence so i s the Son: i n other words, nothing which 
does not have a p h y s i c a l body can be p h y s i c a l l y d i v i d e d . 
He goes on to s t a t e the famous catchphrase of the 
Athanasian party; "ouk en h o t i ouk en -There was not 
when He was not", not once, but twice i n De Principiis3'1, 
and again i n the Commentary on the Epistle to the 
Romans3*, as i f somehow he could have foreseen the Arian 
c r i s i s , and we s h a l l examine t h i s i n d e t a i l l a t e r . 
S u f f i c e i t to say that these could not have been 
ad d i t i o n s by Rufinus as some commentators have assumed, 
as S t . Athanasius himself quotes De Princ.IV, 4, 1, i n 
Greek, s p e c i f i c a l l y a t t r i b u t i n g i t to O r i g e n 3 3 . 
As a f u r t h e r i l l u s t r a t i o n of how the Son can be s a i d 
to be the image of God the Father, Origen f i r s t l y s t a t e s 
t h at the C h r i s t i s "the express image of God's substance" 
or s u b s i s t e n c e 3 4 which he gets from Hebrews, ( i n c o r r e c t l y 
31. De Princ. I , 2, 9 and I v , 4, 1. 
32. Comm. in Rom.I, 5. 
33. Crouzel, 1989, p. 187. 
34. Origen then, r a t h e r d e l i g h t f u l l y adds "Whatever t h a t 
substance or s u b s i s t e n c e means", almost pre-empting the 
c e n t u r i e s of d i s c u s s i o n that would s p r i n g from the terms 
oousia and homoousia! Indeed, according to Rufinus, he i s 
the f i r s t to use the term homoousia, Fortman, 1972, p. 
56. As a counterbalance to t h i s , Hanson claims that 
Rufinus must have d e l i b e r a t e l y a l t e r e d the t e x t to have 
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but understandably assuming Pauline authorship) and then 
goes on to g i v e s us one of h i s analogies, a l b e i t 
acknowledging the l i m i t e d nature of i t : 
"Let us suppose, f o r example t h a t 
there e x i s t e d a s t a t u e of so g r e a t 
a s i z e as to f i l l the whole world, 
but on account of i t ' s immensity 
was imperceptible to anyone, and t h a t 
another statue was made s i m i l a r to i t 
i n every d e t a i l , i n shape of limbs 
and o u t l i n e of fe a t u r e s , i n form and 
m a t e r i a l , but not i n i t s immense s i z e , 
so that those who were unable to 
p e r c e i v e and behold the immense one 
could yet be confident t h a t they had 
seen i t , when they saw the s m a l l one, 
because t h i s preserved every l i n e of 
limbs and f e a t u r e s and the very form 
and m a t e r i a l with an a b s o l u t e l y 
i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e s i m i l a r i t y . " 3 S 
He then compares the immense s t a t u e to the Father, 
and the s m a l l e r s t a t u e to the Son. T h i s obviously causes 
some problems i n l a t e r times as i t can be i n t e r p r e t e d as 
c l e a r l y making the Son subordinate to the F a t h e r . To be 
f a i r to him though, he does s t a t e t hat the only reason 
t h a t the analogy may be permitted i s to i l l u s t r a t e how i t 
was p o s s i b l e f o r the Son of God to be a c t i v e i n a human 
body. 
However, as a r e s u l t of Origen's thought as o u t l i n e d 
above, i t i s c l e a r that a coherent d o c t r i n e of the 
i n c a r n a t i o n i s needed. I n order to s t a t e t h a t the Son i s 
the image of the Father, the Son must a l s o be 
Origen use homoousios of the Son, e l s e Athanasius would 
undoubtedly have used i t to back up h i s arguments a g a i n s t 
the A r i a n s . He did not, and hence Hanson i s of the 
opinion that Origen did not use the term. See Hanson, 
1972, pp. 293-303, and 1987, p. 412. 
35. De Princ. I , 2, 8. 
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i n c o r p o r e a l . T h i s , as can c l e a r l y be seen, does not 
marry w e l l with the i n c a r n a t e Jesus C h r i s t . Origen 
however, appears to have l i t t l e to say about the 
i n c a r n a t i o n as e m p i r i c a l fact 3®, and p r e f e r s to d e a l with 
i t s problems by concentrating on how the i n c a r n a t i o n 
i t s e l f was p o s s i b l e i n the f i r s t p l a c e . He gets around 
t h i s problem by using the i d e a of the pre-existence of 
the Soul of Jesus, and i n t e r p r e t i n g i t as hard f a c t . 
T h i s doctrine however, poses a s e r i o u s question f o r 
modern theology, which, because of i t s i n s i s t e n c e on the 
humanity of C h r i s t , evident i n low c h r i s t o l o g i e s , i s 
r e l u c t a n t to accept i t as i t seems to undermine that very 
humanity. But because of the e x t e n s i v e B i b l i c a l evidence 
to support the view, i t i n t e r p r e t s the pre-existence i n a 
metaphorical way, which of course, can undermine C h r i s t ' s 
d i v i n t y 3 - 7 . Put simply, some low c h r i s t o l o g i e s never get 
o f f the ground1 
36. Origen does not seem to p l a c e g r e a t importance on the 
human aspect of the i n c a r n a t i o n , but the reason fo r t h i s 
may, I suggest, be a s i m p l e r one than a t f i r s t meets the 
eye. His extant e x e g e t i c a l works exclude the Commentary 
on Luke, and the part of h i s Commentary on Matthew which 
would have had to address such an i s s u e ( i . e . the b i r t h 
n a r r a t i v e ) has a l s o been l o s t . As John does not include 
a b i r t h n a r r a t i v e , and h i s other extant works would not 
have had to address the problem d i r e c t l y , i t may simply 
be that what he did have to say i s l o s t forever. To 
balance t h i s argument, one would have expected a t l e a s t 
Contra Celsum to have contained strong h i n t s a t the 
e x i s t e n c e of any deeply hel d c o n v i c t i o n s on t h i s matter. 
By working back from Origen's view of the r e s u r r e c t i o n , 
both as i t a p p l i e s to C h r i s t and humans ( e s s e n t i a l l y one 
i s dependant on the o t h e r ) , i t i s p o s s i b l e to piece 
together a more accurate idea of e x a c t l y how he p e r c e i v e s 
the concept of the i n c a r n a t i o n ; t h i s w i l l be examined 
b r i e f l y i n due course. 
37. Bostock, 1987, p. 259. 
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I n order to f u l l y understand what the d o c t r i n e means 
we must examine i n d e t a i l Origen's o v e r a l l scheme of 
th i n g s ; how he saw the beginning of the C r e a t i o n , what 
happened before Creation, e t c . 
Origen begins with God the Father, who begets God 
the Son, The Logos, through whom a l l e l s e i s created, 
fo l l o w i n g Genesis and the Prologue of John's Gospel. The 
S p i r i t i s a l s o God, but does not concern us d i r e c t l y 
here. God then created "minds", and these, a t f i r s t , are 
pure. These "minds" can be thought of as s i t t i n g around 
the wondrous splendour of the Logos i n one massive 
c i r c l e , " o f f e r i n g s e r v i c e to God and keeping h i s 
commandments" 3 8. But then the D e v i l , who possessed f r e e -
w i l l , chose to break away from God, and hence God d r i v e s 
him away. However, t h i s leads a l l the other "minds" to 
r e v o l t too, although not a l l to the same degree. T h i s 
then l e a d s to the F a l l . God, according to Origen, does 
not make each "mind" as a soul , or daemon, or angel, but 
i n f a c t , the p a r t i c u l a r f i n a l outcome of the i n d i v i d u a l 
mind's s t a t e of being i s determined by each mind's s i n ; 
some s i n more, and become daemons, some s i n very l i t t l e 
and become angels and archangels, some s i n somewhere 
between the two, and end up as s o u l s bound to bodies i n 
t h i s world. Hence the c r e a t i o n and endowment of 
c o r p o r e a l bodies i s seen as a consequence of our s i n , a 
punishment f o r our s i n i n the time before we were born. 
38. De Princ. I , 8, 1. 
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Thus, Origen proposes h i s d o c t r i n e of the p r e - e x i s t e n c e 
of s o u l s 3 9 . He g i v e s some evidence f o r t h i s i n v a r i o u s 
p l a c e s , f o r example, by using the supplanting of Esau by 
Jacob* 0 0, and perhaps more c l e a r l y f o r our purposes, by 
asking the question about why some babies are born with 
d e f e c t s , ( b l i n d i n h i s example) though they have not 
committed any s i n , and others are not" 0 1 . The only 
explanation i s that the s i n must have been committed 
before they were born, and they must therefore have been 
p r e - e x i s t e n t 4 2 . 
But out of a l l the s o u l s that p r e - e x i s t e d , one, and 
only one, committed no s i n and remained l o y a l to God. 
Indeed, though t h i s s o u l had f r e e w i l l , i t chose God so 
st r o n g l y t h a t the p o s s i b i l i t y of s i n was removed. T h i s 
s o u l was the s o u l of Jesus, which, being p r e - e x i s t e n t , 
l i k e the o t h e r s , but not turning away, becomes l i k e one 
39. Origen has been h e a v i l y c r i t i c i z e d for t h i s d o c t r i n e 
by other Church Fa t h e r s and i t i s one of the heresy 
charges which f i n a l l y l eads to h i s condemnation i n the 
s i x t h century. Many of h i s opponents b e l i e v e d the 
d o c t r i n e to be a product of Greek philosophy 
( s p e c i f i c a l l y from the teachings of P l a t o ) , and 
considered i t a pagan i n f l u e n c e leading to e r r o r . Gerald 
Bostock (1987, pp. 259-264), however, makes a good case 
f o r showing that i n f a c t the d o c t r i n e comes from 
t r a d i t i o n a l Jewish thought, the Old Testament, and P h i l o 
i n p a r t i c u l a r , a point which we w i l l deal with l a t e r . 
40. De Princ. II, 9, 7; III, 1, 22. 
41. De Princ. I , 8, 1. 
42. Origen seems to be attempting to marry the o l d Jewish 
idea (see n.10, above) t h a t i l l n e s s and w e l l - b e i n g a r e 
l i n k e d to s i n , and not only personal s i n , but the s i n of 
the f o r e f a t h e r s , with the concept of a l o v i n g God, using 
Free W i l l . I n the f i r s t case God i s seen to be vengeful, 
r u l i n g by a u t o c r a t i c d i c t a t o r i a l f e a r and l e s s than 
benevolent, i n an e a r l y statement of the Problem of E v i l , 
to which Origen r e p l i e s with h i s formulation of the Free 
W i l l , or "Summa Bonnum" Defence. 
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with the Logos. Now while the Logos cannot enter i n t o 
and a c t i n the ma t e r i a l world, because i t i s not i n the 
Logos*s nature to do so, by i t s union to the so u l of 
Jesus i t can now do so, because i t i s not a g a i n s t the 
nature of the soul of Jesus to take on a m a t e r i a l body. 
T h i s then, i s the I n c a r n a t i o n . I n Origen's words: 
"That soul of which Jesus s a i d 'no man 
taketh from me my s o u l 1 [ J n 10:18], 
c l i n g i n g to God from the beginning 
of the c r e a t i o n and ever a f t e r i n a 
union inseparable and i n d i s s o l u b l e , a s 
being the soul of the wisdom and word 
of God, and the t r u t h and tr u e l i g h t , 
and r e c e i v i n g him wholly, and i t s e l f 
e ntering i n t o h i s l i g h t and splendour, 
was made with him i n a pre-eminent 
degree one s p i r i t T h i s s o u l , then, 
a c t i n g as a medium between God and the 
f l e s h ( f o r i t was not p o s s i b l e f o r the 
nature of God to mingle with a body 
apart from some medium), there i s born, 
as we s a i d , the God-man, the medium 
being that e x i s t e n c e to whose nature 
i t was not contrary to assume a body.""63 
Origen coins the expression "God-man" ( -^tdL vfy UJlToS) 
here, and introduces another innovation i n doing so f o r 
the f i r s t time* 4, making a l a s t i n g c o n t r i b u t i o n to 
C h r i s t i a n t h e o l o g y 4 3 . 
43. De Princ. I I , 6, 3. 
44. Quasten, 1953, p. 80. 
45. I t i s p o s s i b l e that t h i s was der i v e d and adapted from 
a contemporary concept; Eugene V. G a l l a g e r , i n h i s now 
published Doctoral t h e s i s D ivine man or Magician? Celsus 
and Origen on Jesus (1982), points out the already 
e x i s t i n g , greek p h i l o s o p h i c a l concept of " d i v i n e man" 
(Greek: fZ o c, o C " U ^ p ) . I n turn, the H e l l e n i s t i c idea 
of a d i v i n e man may have come to i t from ea s t e r n , and 
indeed Jewish thought (the concept of "son of god" i n the 
Old Testament, e s p e c i a l l y as i t r e f e r s to King David f o r 
example). Jesus could w e l l have been seen i n t h i s way, 
and Origen may w e l l have been adapting a concept which 
had already been applied to Jesus by e a r l i e r H e l l e n i s t i c 
C h r i s t i a n converts. For a f u l l e x p o s i t i o n see 
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However, r e t u r n i n g to the i n c a r n a t i o n , J . Nigel Rowe 
i n h i s 1987 book, Origan's Doctrine of Subordination , 
following Wintersig*®, claims that the idea that the 
Logos cannot be a s s o c i a t e d with the cor p o r e a l , 
e f f e c t i v e l y denies the inca r n a t i o n , as only the human 
sou l of Jesus becomes f l e s h * 7 . Origen, l i k e many 
t h i n k e r s a t th a t time, considered m a t e r i a l e x i s t e n c e as 
secondary* e; f o r Origen, the m a t e r i a l world only e x i s t s 
because of the f a l l of the f i r s t order of c r e a t i o n . 
The d i v i n e order then, i s e s s e n t i a l l y incompatible to the 
cr e a t e d order, so there i s no way that the d i v i n e Logos 
can enter the creat e d order. For Origen, i n Rowe's 
words, "the I n c a r n a t i o n i n f a c t becomes an awkward 
episode which has to be taken account of because 
C h r i s t i a n t r a d i t i o n emphasises i t " 4 9 . 
Rowe r e f e r s to various passages by Origen, but 
p a r t i c u l a r l y Contra CelsumlV: 15, as evidence of the 
f a c t t h a t Origen "cannot r e a l l y conceive of the Word of 
God as Himself becoming i n c a r n a t e " 3 0 . He sees t h i s as a 
r e s u l t of the influenceofthePlatonic scheme of things on 
Gal l a g h e r ' s book, e s p e c i a l l y chapter I and h i s 
con c l u s i o n . 
46. 1932, p .76. 
47. Rowe, 1987, p. 121. 
48. There i s a s i m i l a r i t y here with Gnostic thought, but 
while the Gnostics would claim the created world i s bad 
or e v i l , Origen i n f a c t sees the world as e s s e n t i a l l y 
good. De Princ. I I , 1, 3; I I , 3, 6; I I , 9, 6. C.Cels. 
IV, 57; V I I I , 31; V I I I , 52. I n simple terms, a good God 
cannot c r e a t e e v i l things, but e v i l i s merely a l a c k of 
good, accounted f o r by c r e a t i o n ' s f r e e w i l l . 
49. Rowe, 1987, p. 288. 
50. Rowe, 1982, p. 290. 
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Origen's thought; the s t a r t i n g o f f with p e r f e c t i o n , 
followed by a f a l l to imperfection, and then back 
a g a i n s 1 . This he claims, l e a d s Origen to formulate a 
c o n t r a d i c t o r y and confused c h r i s t o l o g y 3 2 . 
C e r t a i n l y , Origen seems i l l a t ease with the idea of 
m a t e r i a l f l e s h being p a r t of s a l v a t i o n , be i t as p a r t of 
C h r i s t ' s body, or indeed as p a r t of humans i n general. 
He has l i t t l e to say about the I n c a r n a t i o n , as Danielou 
points o u t s 3 , but t h i s i s because Origen has e f f e c t i v e l y 
moved the " I n c a r n a t i o n " back i n t o the Metaphysical realm, 
i n the sense that the Logos j o i n s with the soul of Jesus 
before the e a r t h l y I n c a r n a t i o n . Added to t h i s i s the 
f a c t that Origen held that the Logos was always a c t i n g on 
the human race, and t h i s i s as a consequence of h i s 
d o c t r i n e of the p r e - e x i s t e n c e . As Danielou puts i t : 
"... the I n c a r n a t i o n does represent the 
pre-eminent i n s t a n c e of the Word's 
i n t e r v e n t i o n i n human a f f a i r s . " s * 
51. Rowe, 1987, pp. 287-293. I t i s because of t h i s , and 
i n an attempt to get around the problem, that Origen 
p o s t u l a t e s h i s d o c t r i n e of the p r e - e x i s t e n c e of a l l human 
so u l s i n c l u d i n g J e s u s ' . Rowe co n s i d e r s t h i s d o c t r i n e to 
be derived from Platonism, but Gerald Bostock shows t h a t 
he got i t from S c r i p t u r e and Jewish thought. Bostock, 
1987, pp. 259-263. Further to t h i s , i t has always been 
assumed t h a t Origen d e r i v e s t h i s c y c l i c a l scheme of 
things d i r e c t l y from Platonism, but i n f a c t , i t comes to 
him from the B i b l e , from Jewish thought and from the 
Church, as Danielou shows. Danielou, 1955, p. 269. 
52. The i n f l u e n c e of Greek philosophy on Origen, which 
has been mentioned before, w i l l be examined i n d e t a i l 
below (pp. 90-93), when the r o l e of C h r i s t as mediator i s 
considered. 
53. Only a short chapter i n De P r i n c i p i i s , I I , 6. 
Danielou, 1955, p. 262. 
54. Danielou, 1955, p. 262. 
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I n other words, the v i s i b l e , m a t e r i a l I n c a r n a t i o n i s 
only a sacrament of the i n v i s i b l e r e a l i t y of the Logos' 
constant and unceasing i n t e r v e n t i o n i n order to save 
humanity 3 3. Danie^lou adds; 
"The h i s t o r i c a l C h r i s t i s a sacrament 
of the C h r i s t who p r e s i d e s over the inner 
l i f e and i s present unseen i n the Church 
and i n the s o u l s ; he i s a l s o a sacrament 
of the g l o r i o u s C h r i s t who w i l l be revealed 
at the end of time." 3 4 5 
So Origen did b e l i e v e that C h r i s t r e a l l y did become 
i n c a r n a t e , but that the important t h i n g about the 
I n c a r n a t i o n was i t s s p i r i t u a l dimension, or the s p i r i t u a l 
t r u t h i t represented. 
I n order to see that Origen d i d indeed b e l i e v e i n 
the h i s t o r i c a l Incarnation, f o r want of a b e t t e r phrase, 
we can look b r i e f l y to Origen's d o c t r i n e of 
Redemption. Not only must C h r i s t have r e a l l y died on the 
c r o s s f o r there to be an e f f e c t i v e Redemption, but i f we 
f o l l o w Jose-Antonio A l c a i n ' s a n a l y s i s of the Redemption 
i n O r i g e n 1 s thought", we can c l e a r l y see how highly 
he valued C h r i s t ' s humanity. 
A l c a i n examines numerous Origenian t e x t s and comes 
up with f i v e schemes by which Origen i s able to express 
the Redemption i n terms of C h r i s t ' s death and 
R e s u r r e c t i o n . These i n t e r - r e l a t e d schemes are the 
55. Dani^lou, 1955, p. 263. 
! /l56. Danielou, 1955, p. 265. 
57. A l c a i n , 1973. See a l s o Crouzel, 1989, pp. 194-195 
f o r a b r i e f overview. 
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mercantile, the m i l i t a r y , the j u r i d i c a l , the r i t u a l and 
the m y s t i c a l . 
I n the mercantile scheme, we are on s a l e , the D e v i l 
i s the s e l l e r , and C h r i s t i s the buyer. The p r i c e i s 
C h r i s t ' s humanity i n the form of h i s s o u l . But the D e v i l 
has been t r i c k e d i n t o t h i n k i n g t h a t he can hold onto t h i s 
s o u l , and being b l i n d to God from h i s own s i n , he i s 
unable to see that t h i s s o u l i s forever joined with the 
Word, so escapes. T h i s scheme i s not only based on 
S c r i p t u r e 3 , 3 , but i s i n accord with an important p a r t of 
the b a s i c f a i t h expressed i n the Apostle's Creed i n the 
very e a r l y Church with C h r i s t ' s descent i n t o H e l l . 
S i m i l a r l y , i n the m i l i t a r y scheme, we are freed from 
being p r i s o n e r s of the D e v i l , by C h r i s t ' s v i c t o r y i n the 
c r o s s , and again> t h i s i s based on S c r i p t u r e 3 9 and 
in c l u d e s the descent i n t o H e l l , as C h r i s t breaks i n t o the 
camp of the D e v i l and f r e e s us. 
The j u r i d i c a l scheme i s again based on P a u l s o , and 
dea l s with the s e t t i n g a s i d e by C h r i s t i n court of a 
l e g a l bond on us by the D e v i l , by n a i l i n g i t to the 
c r o s s , and hence f r e e i n g us. 
The r i t u a l scheme concentrates on the idea of C h r i s t 
as both p r i e s t and v i c t i m i n h i s own Passion, derived 
from the L e t t e r to the Hebrews. I n t h i s scheme, His 
priesthood r e p r e s e n t s h i s d i v i n i t y while h i s r o l e as 
58. I Peter 1:18f; I Cor. 7:23; Apoc. 5:9. 
59. C o l . 2:15. 
60. C o l . 2:14. 
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v i c t i m r e p r e s e n t s h i s humanity. His s a c r i f i c e c l e a n s e s 
and p u r i f i e s us, enabling us to be r e c o n c i l e d with God. 
F i n a l l y , the m y s t i c a l scheme focuses on the a c t u a l 
death and R e s u r r e c t i o n of C h r i s t , which i s of the same 
type as our own. Hence we di e to s i n with C h r i s t , and are 
r e s u r r e c t e d with him i n conformity. C h r i s t then, i s the 
mediator of our r e s u r r e c t i o n , not j u s t as the example, 
but as the f a c i l i t a t o r of our Redemption. 
A l l these schemes are not to be considered i n 
i s o l a t i o n from one another, but should be seen as l i n k e d 
with one another, together producing the p i c t u r e of the 
mediating and redemptive a c t of C h r i s t ' s death and 
R e s u r r e c t i o n . The important thing to note here i s the 
c r u c i a l and necessary r o l e of C h r i s t ' s humanity. As 
Crouzel s t a t e s when summing up h i s review of A l c a i n ' s 
e x p o s i t i o n : 
" i t i s through the humanity t h a t He 
has assumed that the Son manifests 
Himself to us: that humanity shares f u l l y i n 
h i s m e d i a t o r i a l work and o f f e r s i t s e l f as 
the most immediate model f o r our i m i t a t i o n . ' " 5 1 
Following on from t h i s , we can a l s o examine Origen's 
ideas about the r e s u r r e c t i o n i t s e l f i n order to shed 
l i g h t on h i s concept of the I n c a r n a t i o n 6 2 , given that the 
two are i n t r i n s i c a l l y l i n k e d . We should then be able to 
a s c e r t a i n whether Origen does consider C h r i s t ' s body to 
61. Crouzel, 1989, p. 197. 
62. At the time of course, they would have been seen as 
separate from Christology, and p a r t of Soteriology, or 
the study of s a l v a t i o n ; C h r i s t ' s s u f f e r i n g , death and 
r e s u r r e c t i o n were l i n k e d to our s a l v a t i o n , being the 
absolute proof of C h r i s t ' s d i v i n i t y . 
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be l i k e ours, given that our r e s u r r e c t i o n w i l l be of 
e x a c t l y the same type. What we f i n d however i s t h a t he i s 
unhappy with speaking about the r e s u r r e c t i o n of the 
f l e s h , and p r e f e r s i n s t e a d the r e s u r r e c t i o n of the body. 
I t i s because of t h i s that Methodius of Olympus (d. c. 
311) c r i t i c i z e d him i n h i s t r e a t i s e Aglaopon or On the 
Resurrection, claiming that h i s use of the term eidos 
(form) e f f e c t i v e l y denied the r e a l r e s u r r e c t i o n of 
C h r i s t 6 3 . But Crouzel shows convincingly t h a t Methodius 
had m i s i n t e r p r e t e d Origen's p h i l o s o p h i c a l l a n g u a g e 6 4 . 
But does Origen shy away from speaking about the 
I n c a r n a t i o n and the r e s u r r e c t i o n of the f l e s h f o r the 
reason that Rowe suggests? I s i t indeed the overbearing 
i n f l u e n c e of the P l a t o n i c scheme on Origen's thought, or 
can t h i s tendency i n Origen's thought be explained by 
other means? The answer to t h i s , I f e e l , l i e s i n p l a c i n g 
Origen w i t h i n h i s h i s t o r i c a l s i t u a t i o n , such that the 
ideas of the opponents Origen i s t r y i n g to do b a t t l e with 
need to be examined. Origen i s t r y i n g to r e f u t e v a r i o u s 
d i f f e r e n t camps. F i r s t l y he i s defending the i d e a of the 
r e s u r r e c t i o n a g a i n s t pagan c r i t i c s , such as Celsus>. They 
poured scorn on the idea of the r e s u r r e c t i o n because of a 
common C h r i s t i a n conception at the time, t h a t of the 
m i l l e n a r i a n s or c h i l i a s t s . These b e l i e v e d t h a t the f i n a l 
r e s u r r e c t i o n would e n t a i l the exact r e c o n s t i t u t i o n of the 
63. See K e l l y , 1977, pp. 474-476 for example. 
64. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 92, 247, 248-255, and e s p e c i a l l y 
256. 
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e a r t h l y body, which led the question of how t h i s could 
p o s s i b l y come about, given t h a t , f o r example, i f a person 
d i e s , i s eaten by an animal, and then eaten again by 
another person, to whom w i l l the o r i g i n a l matter belong 
when the f i n a l r e s u r r e c t i o n takes p l a c e ? The 
M i l l e n a r i a n s appealed to ever more f a n c i f u l and 
o u t l a n d i s h ideas i n order to e x p l a i n this® 3, such that 
pagan c r i t i c s made fun of and r e j e c t e d the whole idea of 
r e s u r r e c t i o n 6 6 . Secondly, t h e r e f o r e , Origen opposed 
these l i t e r a l i s t C h r i s t i a n i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s . F i n a l l y , 
Origen was keen to r e f u t e Gnostic and Manichean h e r e t i c a l 
i d e a s t h a t e a r t h l y matter, e a r t h l y bodies, d i d not have a 
p l a c e i n s a l v a t i o n because matter i s , by i t s nature, 
e v i l 6 7 . T h i s , of course, r e p r e s e n t s the other extreme. 
I t i s i n t r y i n g to s t e e r a middle path between these 
c o n s i d e r a t i o n s that gives r i s e to Origen's explanation of 
the r e s u r r e c t i o n i n terms of "form" or eidos6a. Origen 
r e a l i s e s t h a t the m a t e r i a l which c o n s t i t u t e s the body i s 
t r a n s i e n t , but the form of the body i s n o t 6 9 . As an 
65. See Crouzel, 1989, pp. 250-1. 
66. There i s a s i m i l a r i t y between the pagan c r i t i c i s m s 
and the Sadducean c r i t i c i s m of the r e s u r r e c t i o n i n Matt 
22: 23-33. 
67. K e l l y , 1977, p. 471. 
68. S e l . in Ps.I, 5. 
69. I n t e r e s t i n g l y enough, modern s c i e n c e has demonstrated 
t h a t a l l the molecules i n human bodies change 
approximately every seven ye a r s , such t h a t we are no 
longer the same mat e r i a l as we were seven years ago. 
However, we continue to be the same person, with the same 
body. F u r t h e r to t h i s , as a l l matter i s manufactured i n 
s t a r s ; i t i s simply the c o n s t i t u e n t matter of everything, 
and i t i s the "form" which determines the p e r s o n a l i t y of 
l i v i n g beings. Origen's i d e a s appear to be up to date 
and compatible with modern s c i e n t i f i c d i s c o v e r y ! 
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example, when a person ages, they p h y s i c a l l y change, but 
they are s t i l l i d e n t i c a l to t h e i r younger s e l f ; they are 
s t i l l the same person. I n t h i s way Origen speaks of the 
body as the "form", and suggests that a new essence i s 
needed f o r the r e s u r r e c t e d body i n order f o r i t to e x i s t 
i n the s p i r i t u a l realm" 7 0 so the body i s made of a 
s p i r i t u a l " m a t e r i a l substratum" r a t h e r than a f l e s h y one. 
In t h i s way, he s o l v e s the apparent problems that the 
l i t e r a l i s t generate, while r e f u t i n g the t o t a l l a c k of 
body t h a t the Gnostics and Manicheans put forward, and 
r e t a i n i n g the r e s u r r e c t i o n as a f a c t i n the face of the 
pagans. 
As i n c a r n a t i o n and r e s u r r e c t i o n are i n t r i n s i c a l l y 
l i n k e d , t h i s sheds some l i g h t on the question of why 
Origen's view of the i n c a r n a t i o n i s as i t i s . I t cannot 
be simply seen as being derived from Platonism as Rowe 
suggests, but i s more due to a d e s i r e on the p a r t of 
Origen, to combat the h e r e s i e s of h i s time. 
More importantly however, I would p o s i t , as Crouzel 
does, t h a t the f a u l t l i e s with the f a c t that Rowe's 
c r i t i c i s m s are a product of contemporary c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
ideology and due to Rowe's low c h r i s t o l o g i c a l s t a r t i n g 
point. As Crouzel remarks: 
"His judgements about Origen's d o c t r i n e 
of the Son s t a r t e x p l i c i t l y from a 
conception of the two natures which he 
c a l l s " e v a n g e l i s t ' i n opposition to the 
" T r a c t a r i a n s ' which he d e f i n e s as 
70. C.Cels V I I , 32. 
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^adopti o n i s t s ' , i e . a concept which 
cons i d e r s C h r i s t more or l e s s as a man 
who becomes p r o g r e s s i v e l y u n i t e d to God. 
According to t h i s idea, he c o n s t a n t l y 
reproaches Origen for i n c o n s i s t e n c y and 
understatements about the I n c a r n a t i o n . 
I think, on the contrary, t h a t N i g e l 
Rowe seeks to c l e a r up the mystery of 
the God-man with a purely human l o g i c . " - 7 1 
Coming back to Origen"s formulation of the 
I n c a r n a t i o n , one of h i s main concerns i s to pos t u l a t e the 
pr e - e x i s t e n c e of the soul of Jesus, as something 
d i f f e r e n t from the Logos. Some c h r i s t o l o g i e s had put 
forward the idea that i n Jesus the s o u l was replaced by 
the Logos (e.g.,the A p o l l i n a r i a n s ) . i n other words, the 
s o u l was d i v i n e , and the body human. Origen could not go 
along with t h i s as the danger would then be f o r D o c e t i s t 
tendencies to creep i n t o C h r i s t i a n thought. He saw that 
the p r e - e x i s t e n c e of the soul of Jesus went hand i n hand 
with the pre-existence of a l l human s o u l s ; the two are 
in s e p a r a b l e ; they are of the same nature. I f t h i s were 
not the case Jesus could not have been t r u l y , f u l l y 
human; i n order f o r Jesus to be f u l l y human, he would 
need to be l i k e us i n every d e t a i l , i n c l u d i n g the 
pos s e s s i o n of a s o u l . I f He did not possess a s o u l , the 
door would be open for considering J e s u s as a puppet of 
the Logos, with no free w i l l , and t h e r e f o r e no true 
humanity; a s o r t of "God i n d i s g u i s e as man", or, "God i n 
Fancy Dress" c h r i s t o l o g y . Such a c h r i s t o l o g y could not 
be acceptable to C h r i s t i a n s as i t would mean that i f 
71. Crouzel, 1988, p. 510. 
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Jesus was not f u l l y human, then the redemption and 
r e s u r r e c t i o n would not apply to them as humans and they 
would th e r e f o r e not be saved. 
Origen s t a t e s as much i n h i s Dialogue with 
Heraclides, saying "The whole man would not have been 
saved unless he (the Son) had taken upon him the whole 
man'"72. I t i s almost a p r e d i c t i o n of the standard 
defence a g a i n s t the A p o l l i n a r i a n heresy which would a r i s e 
i n the fourth century" 7 3. T h i s problem continues to rack 
the minds of ordinary C h r i s t i a n s today, as w e l l as 
theologians, e s p e c i a l l y c o n s i d e r i n g i t i n the l i g h t of 
L i b e r a t i o n Theology, which r e l i e s on the humanity of 
Jesus (some would say, to the detriment of His d i v i n i t y ) . 
Indeed, the "Chalcedonian d e f i n i t i o n " came about as a 
compromise between the d i v i n e and human natures of J e s u s . 
But there i s another danger i n Origen's words that 
needs to be addressed. I f J e s u s ' s soul has f r e e w i l l , 
then how can i t t r u l y choose good f o r ever? Could the 
soul of Jesus decide to turn away at any time? Would 
t h i s then mean that Jesus could at some point cease to be 
God? Or worse s t i l l , could t h i s mean that Jesus becomes 
God? The s o l u t i o n that Origen g i v e s i s to put forward 
another innovation i n the idea of Communicatio Idiomatum. 
T h i s concept w i l l be f a m i l i a r to those who have at any 
time studied the mysteries of the Holy T r i n i t y , and 
i n v o l v e s the p r e d i c a t i o n of a t t r i b u t e s for one p a r t of 
72. Scherer p. 137 i n Chadwick and Oulton, 1954, p. 442. 
73. Chadwick and Oulton, 1954, p. 435. 
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the T r i n i t y , to be true of the others as w e l l , and v i c e 
v e r s a . Hence, applied to Jesus C h r i s t , the union between 
the Logos and the Soul of Jesus i s such t h a t they become 
i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e , so that what can be s a i d of the Logos 
can be s a i d of Jesus, and v i c e v e r s a . T h i s allows human 
a t t r i b u t e s to be predicated of Logos without compromising 
His d i v i n i t y , and a l s o allows d i v i n e a t t r i b u t e s to be 
employed of Jesus without compromising His humanity 7" 8. 
To demonstrate t h i s point, Origen uses h i s now 
famous analogy of the bar of i r o n e n t e r i n g a furnace: 
"Suppose then a lump of i r o n be placed 
f o r sometime i n a f i r e . I t r e c e i v e s the 
f i r e i n a l l i t s pores and a l l i t s v e i n s , 
and becomes completely changed i n t o f i r e , 
provided the f i r e i s not removed from i t , 
and i t s e l f i s not separated from the f i r e . 
Are we then to say t h a t t h i s , which i s 
by nature a lump of i r o n , when placed i n 
the f i r e and c e a s e l e s s l y burning can ever 
admit cold? C e r t a i n l y not; i t i s f a r t r u e r 
to say of i t , what indeed we o f t e n detect 
happening i n furnaces, that i t has 
completely been changed i n t o f i r e , because 
we can d i s c e r n nothing e l s e i n i t except 
f i r e . Further, i f anyone were to t r y and 
touch or handle i t , he would f e e l the 
power of the f i r e , not of the i r o n , i n 
t h i s manner, then, t h a t s o u l which, l i k e 
a piece of i r o n i n the f i r e , was f o r ever 
placed i n the word, f o r ever i n the wisdom, 
for ever i n God, i s God i n a l l i t s a c t s 
f e e l i n g s and thoughts; and t h e r e f o r e i t 
cannot be c a l l e d changeable or a l t e r a b l e , 
s i n c e by being c e a s e l e s s l y k i n d l e d i t came 
to possess unchangeability through i t s unity 
with the word of God. And while, indeed, some 
warmth of the Word of God must be thought to 
have reached a l l the s a i n t s , i n t h i s soul we 
must b e l i e v e that the d i v i n e f i r e i t s e l f 
e s s e n t i a l l y r e s t e d , and that i t i s from t h i s 
74. I t i s by t h i s concept of Communicatio Idiomatum that 
the Son t r u l y s u f f e r s death on the c r o s s while being 
d i v i n e . 
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t h a t some warmth has come to o t h e r s . " 7 3 
While there i s much which i s appealing about the 
analogy, there are c e r t a i n problems. A bar of i r o n , no 
matter how hot and i n d i s t i n g u i s h a b l e from the f i r e , never 
becomes the f i r e , but remains i r o n ; even i f i t melts i t 
i s s t i l l molten i r o n , not f i r e . I t may even e v e n t u a l l y 
evaporate and become a gas, but i t w i l l s t i l l be i r o n . 
T h i s not only allows the p o s s i b i l i t y of Adoptionist 
h e r e s i e s , but lends a hand to the Arian heresy. Further 
i t could l e a v e Origen open to charges of c r e a t i n g a 
fourth person i n the Godhead; e f f e c t i v e l y having a Tetrad 
i n s t e a d of a T r i n i t y 7 6 . 
Origen does warn the reader that the analogy should 
not be taken to extremes, and indeed, i n the whole 
e x p o s i t i o n , he c l e a r l y s t a t e s that i t i s h i s own 
"suppositions, r a t h e r than any c l e a r a f f i r m a t i o n s " 7 7 , and 
t h a t he i s only expounding them r e l u c t a n t l y . Indeed he 
seems to think t h a t i t may w e l l be impossible to e x p l a i n 
the mystery of the Incarnation, s t a t i n g t h a t i t " l i e s 
beyond the whole c r e a t i o n of heavenly beings" 7* 3. 
Evidence to show that Origen thought of the Father 
and the Son as equal a l s o abounds i n De Principiis. As 
w e l l as the idea of e t e r n a l begetting, and h i s acceptance 
75. De Princ. I I , 6, 6. 
76. T h i s a c c u s a t i o n faced moderate O r i g e n i s t i n the s i x t h 
century, c u r i o u s l y from more extreme O r i g e n i s t s known as 
I s o c h r i s t e s . The accusations however, are unfounded, as 
Crouzel p o i n t s out. For a f u l l e r account, see Crouzel, 
1989, pp. 192-193. 
77. De Princ. I I , 6, 3. 
78. De Princ. I I , 6, 3. 
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of the Logos theology expressed i n the prologue of John's 
Gospel, he c a l l s God the Monad (Unity from which a l l 
m u l t i p l i c i t y i s derived) and the Henad (absolute 
u n i t y ) 7 9 . He a l s o s t a t e s , not only of the Son, but of 
the S p i r i t too, that "nothing i n the T r i n i t y i s to be 
c a l l e d g r e a t e r or l e s s " and "the power of the T r i n i t y i s 
one and the same" B°. There appears to be s u f f i c i e n t 
evidence i n other Origenian w r i t i n g s to show that these 
c l e a r expressions were not simply due to Rufinus' 
"housekeeping" 3 1. 
Nevertheless, the reader can i d e n t i f y i n De 
Principiis, a tension between seeing the Son as equal 
with the Father, and the Son as subordinate to the 
Fathe r . I n order to i d e n t i f y Qrigeas position f v j l l v j 
( i f indeed we can)^ we need to c o n s u l t h i s other extant 
t e x t s en masse, as suggested by Henri de L u b a c 3 2 . and i t 
i s t h i s which we w i l l now move on to. 
A c l e a r and methodical e x p o s i t i o n of the evidence 
from Origen's w r i t i n g s appears i n the fourth chapter of 
79. De Princ. I , 1, 6. 
80. De Princ. I , 3, 7. 
81. Lyons, 1982, p. 110, and n. 45. I n d i r e c t opposition 
to these quotes, Koetchau i n c l u d e s i n On First 
Principles, a Greek fragment found i n J u s t i n i a n (Ep. Ad 
Mennam [Mansi IX, 524]), which e x i s t s a l s o i n L a t i n i n 
Jerome (Ep. ad Avitum 2), s t a t i n g t hat "The God and 
Father, who holds the Universe together i s su p e r i o r to 
every being that e x i s t s , " and continues "..the Son being 
l e s s than the Father, i s s u p e r i o r to r a t i o n a l c r e a t u r e s 
alone ( f o r he i s second to the F a t h e r ) " . The passage 
f u r t h e r subordinates the S p i r i t ( I , 3, 5 ) . However, 
Lyons presents a good case f o r not i n c l u d i n g the fragment 
i n note 45, pp. 110-1. 
82. Lubac, 1950, p. 42, as r e i t e r a t e d by Crouzel, 1989, 
pp. 48-9. 
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James Lyons' work The Cosmic Christ in Origen and 
Theilhard de Chardine13. Lyons s e t s out to show that 
Origen i n f a c t had a "two—fold d o c t r i n e on the Son" and 
thus presents us with c a r e f u l l y researched evidence both 
f o r and a g a i n s t the view that Origen was a 
s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t . We s h a l l attempt to follow h i s scheme 
here. 
We s h a l l begin with the evidence f o r seeing the Son 
as equal to the Father. F i r s t l y , Origen's work i s 
l i t t e r e d with references to s t a t e t h a t the Fa t h e r and Son 
are one and " e x i s t i n each o t h e r " 8 * . For example, i n 
Dialogue with Heraclidesas, Origen s t a t e s t h a t t h i s union 
i s not l i k e any human or s p i r i t u a l union, but goes say 
tha t the union i s "union i n God". Origen has run out of 
appropriate terminology, and does not want to use any 
term which might imply a l e s s than p e r f e c t union; t h i s 
union must be transcendent3®, so he uses the word God to 
show th a t i t i s beyond our comprehension. 
The use of the terms Monad and Henad i n De 
Principiis i s backed up by the statement that " C h r i s t 
p e r t a i n s to the Henad s i n c e that nature i s a t one (T^vuJ^fV 
with the uncreated nature of the F a t h e r 3 7 . 
Origen's concept of the Son as image of the Father 
i s i n t e r p r e t e d by Lyons as a f f i r m i n g the e q u a l i t y of the 
83. Lyons, 1982, pp. 105-117. 
84. Horn, in Lev. X I I I , 4; C.Cels. V I I I , 12; Comm.in Joh. 
VI, 22; Dial, cum Herac: Scherer p. 126. 
85. Scherer, p. 126. 
86. Echoed i n C.Cels. V, 11. 
87. Comm. in Joh. XIX:6, Quoted i n Lyons, 1982, p. 107. 
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two, r a t h e r than lending credence to the s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t 
viewpoint. As the Son i s the p e r f e c t image of the 
Father, then t h e i r minds are i n f u l l agreement 0 0; the Son 
i s the only one who does the F a t h e r ' s w i l l perfectly 6®. 
Many s c h o l a r s (e.g. M.F. W i l e s ) , would argue t h a t an 
image i s s t i l l an image, not the same thing, hence 
Origen's d o c t r i n e of the Son as image leads to 
subordinationism. Lyons acknowledges this® 0 but does not 
think that i t i s the main t h r u s t of h i s d o c t r i n e . One 
would suspect that Lyons, here, holds a minority opinion 
amongst s c h o l a r s . Perhaps the best way to consider 
Origen's use of the term "image" i s to suggest t h a t the 
word i t s e l f had s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t connotations before 
and a f t e r Nicea, or at l e a s t Origen's way of t h i n k i n g 
when he used the word were d i f f e r e n t to l a t e r 
theologians: 
"... there may be a k i n d of 
incommensurability between the 
whole mentality and thought-categories 
of Origen and those of a l a t e r age, so 
that i t would be u n h i s t o r i c a l to transpose 
from the one to the other, as i f there 
were an exact correspondence between them" 9 1. 
88. C.Cels. V I I I : 12. 
89..Comm. in Joh. X I I I : 228-234. 
90. Lyons, 1982, p. 108, n. 25. 
91. Lonergan, 1976, p. 63. Lonergan, i n s e c t i o n V I I of 
h i s book, 1976, pp. 56-67, e s s e n t i a l l y argues the case 
that Origen's way of t h i n k i n g , f o r example, i n not having 
a c l e a r sense of the concept of c o n s u b s t a n t i a l i t y , leads 
Origen to use words i n a d i f f e r e n t way to the l a t e r 
theologians who had the b e n e f i t of more developed 
concepts and more s p e c i f i c meanings fo r t h e i r language. 
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C e r t a i n l y , we s h a l l see l a t e r how the Arian c r i s i s , 
f o r the f i r s t time i n the h i s t o r y of the church, l e d to a 
need f o r much more s p e c i f i c and p r e c i s e and exact 
meanings of words. 
I f we consider the a t t r i b u t e s of i n c o r p o r e a l i t y 
( i n v i s i b i l i t y i n B i b l i c a l terms), and goodness, there i s 
f u r t h e r evidence to support the e q u a l i t y of Father and 
Son. We f i n d i n De Principiis that God only i s 
i n c o r p o r e a l ( i n v i s i b l e ) 9 2 , that the T r i n i t y i s 
i n c o r p o r e a l 9 3 , and that the Son i s i n c o r p o r e a l 9 4 . 
F u r t h e r , as we have seen above, the Son i s the i n v i s i b l e 
( i . e . i n c o r p o r e a l ) image of the i n v i s i b l e F a t h e r 9 3 . We 
a l s o f i n d t h a t goodness belongs only to the T r i n i t y : 
"For only i n the T r i n i t y , 
which i s the source of a l l t h i n g s , 
does goodness r e s i d e e s s e n t i a l l y . " 9 S 
F u r t h e r , both Father and Son are the only ones 
uncreated 9" 7, both Father and son are c a l l e d C r e a t o r 9 3 , 
both the Father and Son have the same love, and as t h e i r 
love does not d i f f e r , they d i f f e r i n nothing e l s e 9 9 . 
While the presentation of t h i s evidence i s by no 
means complete or conclusive, i t does show that Origen 
92. De Princ. I I , 2, 1. 
93. De Princ. I , 6, 4. 
94. De Princ. I , 1, 8. 
95. De Princ. I , 2, 6. 
96. De Princ. I , 6, 2. 
97. F a t h e r : Comm. in Joh. I I , 14; I I , 104; XX, 184; Comm. 
in Rom. VI, 8; Dial, cum Herac: Scherer, p. 120. 
Son: Frag, in Joh. I I ; C.Cels. VI, 17. 
98. Lyons, 1982, pp. 100-102. 
99. Comm. in Cant. P r o l . , 2; Comm. in Rom. IV, 9. 
Following Lyons, 1982, p. 110. 
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cannot be considered an out and out s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t i n 
the A r i a n sense. A f t e r a l l , i t i s because of the Arian 
controversy t h a t Origen's work i s r e t r o s p e c t i v e l y 
s c r u t i n i s e d f o r s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t tendencies. T h i s then, 
brings us to an examination of the evidence to support 
the contention t h a t Origen i s s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t . 
We have alr e a d y seen that some of Origen's d o c t r i n e s 
can be i n t e r p r e t e d as s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t . The d o c t r i n e of 
the Son as the image of the Father, for example, can a c t 
as a two edged sword (as can most of Origen's d o c t r i n e s , 
and indeed t h a t may w e l l be a c r u c i a l c l u e i n u n r a v e l l i n g 
Origen's true thought l a t e r ) . An image i s s t i l l an 
image, not the a c t u a l thing, much l i k e a photograph of a 
loved one, no matter how f a i t h f u l a reproduction, i s not 
th a t loved one. 
To t h i s we can a co n s i d e r a b l e number of statements 
t h a t Origen makes, e s p e c i a l l y i n the Commentary on John. 
For example: 
" we say that the sav i o u r and the Holy 
S p i r i t transcend a l l c r e a t u r e s not by 
comparison but by surp a s s i n g pre-eminence, 
while he [the Saviour] i s transcended by 
the Fat h e r as much as or even more than 
he h i m s e l f and the Holy S p i r i t transcend 
a l l other beings, even those that are not 
i n c o n s i d e r a b l e " 1 0 0 
He s t a t e s t h a t only the Father i s u n b e g o t t e n 1 0 1 . 
Only the Father i s the source of d i v i n i t y 1 0 2 . Only the 
Father i s the beginning of a l l beings, i n c l u d i n g the 
100. Comm. in Joh.XIII, 151. 
101. Comm. in Joh.I, 187; C.Cels.VIII, 14. 
102. Comm. in Joh.II, 20 
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S o n 1 0 3 . He c a l l s the Father "Ho Theos" - The God, and 
the Son simply "Theos" - God without the a r t i c l e , i n h i s 
Commentary on John, following John 1: I 1 0 * . T h i s seems 
to suggest that the Son i s a secondary God, possessing 
the d i v i n i t y i n terms of p a r t i c i p a t i o n 1 0 3 (A P l a t o n i c 
idea) and not as of right 1 0®. Whenever "Ho Theos" i s 
used i n Origen, i t i s used of the Father, never of the 
Son. However, Crouzel, a f t e r Rahner, shows that t h i s i s 
i n accordance with S c r i p t u r a l evidence and should 
t h e r e f o r e not be i n t e r p r e t e d i n a s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t 
way 1 0" 7. Origen a l s o takes John 14: 28, " f o r the Father 
i s g r e a t e r than I " , as a statement of the Son's r e l a t i o n 
to the Father, ra t h e r than the more normally accepted 
r e l a t i o n to the I n c a r n a t i o n 1 0 8 . He goes as f a r as to 
c a l l the Son subordinate to the Father (\)fTo^iEoT£^>S) on 
more than one o c c a s i o n 1 0 9 . F i n a l l y , i n Lyons words: 
"Origen's subordinationism appears i n 
a v a r i e t y of contexts. As Wisdom and Truth 
The Son i s i n f e r i o r to the Father^. He i s 
l e s s than the Father i n knowledge 1 3, 
goodness 0, and j u s t i c e " 3 . As agents of d i v i n e 
103. Comm. in Joh.I, 102 
104. Comm. in Joh. I I , 1-2, 12-18. 
105. Comm. in Joh. I I , 17. 
106. Fortman, 1972, p. 56. See a l s o Crouzel, 1989, 
p.181; Danielou, 1955, p. 252; Lyons, 1982, p. 111; 
K e l l y , 1977, p. 128. 
107. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 181-182, and Rahner, 1959, pp. 
81-111 . 
108. Lyons, 1982, p. 112. 
109. C.Cels. V I I I , 14-15; a l s o Comm. in Joh.Vl, 200; Ser 
in Matt.45. 
a. ABRIDGED FOOTNOTES FROM LYONS (1982, pp. 112-113) 
Comm. in Joh. II, 151. 
b. Comm. in Joh. XXXII, 350. 
c. Comm. in Joh. I , 254. See a l s o De Orat. XV, 4; Exhort 
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r e v e l a t i o n , he and the Holy S p i r i t are 
represented by the two seraphim who 
I s a i a h saw attendant on God"3 and by the two 
animals (or l i v i n g beings) beside God i n 
the song of Habakkuk*. I t i s not to the 
Son that we should pray but only to the 
Father through the Son®, s i n c e the Father 
i s Lord of the Son, j u s t as he i s Lord of 
those who have through the Son become sons 
of God themselves**. The Son c r e a t e s under the 
Father's direction*-, and a t the consummation 
of e x i s t e n c e he i s subjected to the 
Father 1 2 0 
J . Nigel Rowe examines Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y and 
argues a strong case for co n s i d e r i n g him to be a 
s u b o r d i n a t i o n a l i s t , even i f u n i n t e n t i o n a l l y 1 2 ' 1 . For 
Rowe, i t i s Origen's understanding of, or unease with the 
i n c a r n a t i o n which i s at f a u l t , as we have seen above. 
However, Rowe's extensive use of Origenian t e x t s seems to 
give a r a t h e r confusing p i c t u r e i n h i s book, and perhaps 
he has not f u l l y taken i n t o account the s p e c u l a t i v e 
nature of Origen's work as a whole. By t h i s , I mean the 
f a c t t h a t while Origen makes c o n f l i c t i n g statements from 
time to time, he does so as pa r t of a process of t r y i n g 
to f i n d explanations, and o f f e r i n g suggestions; there i s 
a sense i n which nothing that Origen says can be 
considered the f i n a l word on that t o p i c . 
ad Mart. V I I . 
d. Comm. in Joh. I , 252. 
e. De Princ. I , 3, 4; Horn, in Is. I , 2. 
f. De Princ. I , 3, 4. 
g. De Orat. XV, 1-44. 
h. De Orat. XVI, 1. 
i . Comm. in Joh. I I , 72; Horn, in Jer. XX, 9; C.Cels. I I , 
9; I I , 31; VI, 60. See a l s o Comm. in Joh. I , 255. 
j . De Princ. I I , 5, 6-7; Comm. in Joh. VI, 295-6. 
120. Lyons, 1982, pp. 112-113. 
121. Rowe, 1987. 
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While there are strong reasons for c o n s i d e r i n g 
Origen a s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t , that subordination may only be 
i n a sense, one of hierarchy i n the T r i n i t y , and t h e r e f o r e 
i n the r e l a t i o n between the Father and Son. What we mean 
by t h i s i s t h a t i t has been considered as wrong to 
postulate any h e i r a r c h i c a l a t t r i b u t e s to the T r i n i t y . 
T h i s may be t r u e i f we c o n s i d e r that hierarchy i n terms of 
power alone: i f we are to say t h a t the Father i s more 
powerful than the Son, or the Holy s p i r i t , then t h a t 
would be c l e a r l y s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t . But i f we are to 
i n t e r p r e t the hierarchy t h a t Origen seems to propose, as 
one of economic a c t i o n (oikonomia), then what we have i s 
'a very a d i f f e r e n t p r o p o s i t i o n . A hierarchy of a c t i o n as 
viewed from outside of the T r i n i t y i s not incompatible to 
an e q u a l i t y of the Three internally, as long as we do not 
speak of the hierarchy i n o n t o l o g i c a l terms, and Origen 
does not. I n f a c t , i t i s the Arian controversy of l a t e r 
times that provides the very language by which we can 
consider the T r i n i t y i n o n t o l o g i c a l terms; the 
terminology i s not s u f f i c i e n t l y developed fo r Origen to 
employ i t i n h i s time ( h i s method has a bearing here too 
and we w i l l d i s c u s s t h i s l a t e r ) , as i t s p r e c i s e meanings 
had not been c l e a r l y defined y e t 1 2 2 . 
The r o l e s of the three members of the T r i n i t y , 
e x t e r n a l l y , are d i f f e r e n t . I t i s the Son that becomes 
Man and d i e s ( l e s t we end up i n P a t r i p a s s i o n i s m ) . I t i s 
122. Crouzel, 1989. p. 188. 
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the S p i r i t which i n s p i r e s the prophets. I t i s the Father 
who i s Father ( e l s e why use the language, or have the 
d i s t i n c t i o n s ) and i s f i r s t . As Crouzel puts i t : 
"The Father gives the orders, the Son 
"and the S p i r i t r e c e i v e them and are 
the envoys, the agents ad extra of the 
T r i n i t y , each for h i s own p a r t . I f the 
Father i s the centre of d e c i s i o n , the Son 
and the S p i r i t are not mere executants 
of the paternal w i l l , f o r while the 
Father's i n i t i a t i v e i s of t e n emphasised, 
so i s the u n i t y of w i l l and 
a c t i o n (De Princ. I , 3, 7) on the par t of 
the Three P e r s o n s . " 1 2 3 
As an i l l u s t r a t i o n of the p r i n c i p l e we could 
c o n s i d e r marriage as an analogy, which, although not a 
p e r f e c t one, to coin an Origenian phrase, can s u i t a b l y 
express some of the meaning of c o n s i d e r i n g an economic 
hierarchy i n the T r i n i t y . A man and a woman who are 
married ( l e t us suppose that no c h i l d r e n are involved 
y e t ) , we s h a l l c a l l them Mr. and Mrs. Smith, share the 
same home - the Smith household. They enter i n t o that 
marriage as equals, such that the vows they make are 
i d e n t i c a l (these days). They agree to l i v e together as 
one, for the r e s t of t h e i r l i v e s . However, they are two 
d i f f e r e n t people, but e q u a l 1 2 4 i n love. They w i l l cease 
to speak of themselves to others as " I " , but w i l l now 
speak of themselves as "we". They w i l l do things and 
123. Crouzel, 1989, p. 188. 
124. I would suggest that much of the present day 
controversy surrounding equal r i g h t s f o r women centres 
around the misconception that equal means the same, and 
th a t consequently different means not equal. A mistake 
perhaps, a l s o made i n the t o p i c a l area of race r e l a t i o n s . 
Perhaps they should read Origen! 
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make d e c i s i o n s as "we". Other people w i l l c onsider them 
as "the Smiths", so that i n a sense p a r a l l e l to an 
o n t o l o g i c a l one, they w i l l appear as one. However, i n 
t h e i r economic r o l e s they w i l l be d i f f e r e n t . One may do 
the washing up w h i l e the other cooks, for example. One 
may be employed while the other s t a y s at home. They may 
both work, but i n d i f f e r e n t occupations. One may look 
a f t e r the f i n a n c e s while the other deals with the 
d e c o r a t i v e design of t h e i r home. They never cease to be 
married, never cease to be one, when they are c a r r y i n g 
out these d u t i e s , yet each one has d i f f e r e n t areas of 
r e s p o n s i b i l i t y . These areas are not mutually e x c l u s i v e , 
t h e i r unity may n e c e s s i t a t e d i v e r s i t y of a c t i o n , and 
t h e i r a c t i o n s may w e l l determine the need f o r u n i t y . 
Even when the couple are parted f o r whatever reason, then 
they remain i n each other's mind. 
To s t r e t c h the analogy f u r t h e r , i f they decide to 
have c h i l d r e n , t h e i r r o l e s w i l l be d i f f e r e n t , i n 
conceiving, c a r r y i n g and looking a f t e r t h e i r c h i l d , but 
they w i l l both be the parents; they w i l l have equal power 
to be " c r e a t o r s " , ( i n so f a r as God gives them t h a t 
power), only the way i n which they c a r r y out that 
" c r e a t i o n " w i l l be d i f f e r e n t . 
So f o r Origen, the T r i n i t y may have a heirasthy of 
economic r o l e s , where the Three Persons have, i f you 
l i k e , d i f f e r e n t jobs to do. But that does not mean that 
they are not equal. I n Origen's words: 
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"God i s e n t i r e l y hand, s i n c e he 
s c r u t i n i z e s a l l things; while the 
hands of God are the Son and the 
Holy S p i r i t , through whom he has 
crea t e d a l l things, e s p e c i a l l y 
man.1,1 3 3 
A c l o s e r examination r e v e a l s evidence f o r t h i s point 
of view as being considered orthodox, even up to S t . 
Athanasius himself, for the a s s e r t i o n t h a t the Son i s 
subordinate and equal to the F a t h e r a t the same time, can 
be found i n h i s w r i t i n g s a f t e r N i c e a ! 1 2 6 
Origen's concept of the T r i n i t y i s not, however 
merely economic l i k e e a r l i e r t h e o r i e s put forward by the 
l i k e s of T e r t u l l i a n and H i p p o l y t u s 1 2 7 , but s t r e s s e s the 
d i s t i n c t h y p o s t a s i s of each of the T h r e e 1 2 8 . T h i s 
concept, which has been r e f e r r e d to as the d o c t r i n e of 
the three hypostases, and a r i s e s as a d i r e c t consequence 
of h i s d o c t r i n e of the e t e r n a l generation of the Son, 
represented a great step forward from the e a r l i e r 
t h e o r i e s of the T r i n i t y , and remained popular with those 
who considered themselves w i t h i n the O r i g e n i s t school 
l a t e r 1 2 9 . While he s t r e s s e s the d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s of the 
Three i n an o n t o l o g i c a l sense, he a l s o s t r e s s e s t h e i r 
125. Frag, in Ps.118. 73. Quoted by Lyons, 1989, p. 110, 
n. 40. 
126. Crouzel, 1989, p. 188. Crou z e l even adds H i l a r y as 
another source for t h i s . 
127. K e l l y , 1977, p. 129; Logan, 1987, p. 424. 
128. Comm. in Joh. I I , 75 
129. See Fortman, 1972, pp. 54-58. Also Logan, 1987, 
p. 424 and K e l l y , 1977, p. 129; the matter i s f u r t h e r 
confused by the f a c t that ousia and hypostasis were 
o r i g i n a l l y synonymous, and t h a t t h e i r meaning was not as 
p r e c i s e i n Origen's day as i t would be a f t e r Nicea. 
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unity of w i l l 1 3 0 and i s th e r e f o r e not e x p l a i n i n g the 
economic hieravthy i n an o n t o l o g i c a l sense. 
We have seen, therefore, that while Origen's work 
may contain s t r a n d s of subordinationism, i t i s not the 
same subordinationism that would plunge the Church i n t o 
such turmoil with the Arian c r i s i s . ' 1 3 ' ' . 
Nevertheless, there appears to be an i n t e r n a l 
c o n t r a d i c t i o n i n the way that Origen t r e a t s the 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between the Father and the Son. As much 
evidence e x i s t s to show Origen as a s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t as 
to show that he i s not. Lyons c a l l s t h i s the "Twofold 
doctri n e of the S o n " 1 3 2 . I t i s d i f f i c u l t then, to decide 
whether Origen l i e s i n orthodoxy, but there may be 
another reason f o r the apparent c o n t r a d i c t i o n . 
Origen l i v e d a t a time when the i n f l u e n c e of Greek 
philosophy was r i f e i n the Church. Converts to 
C h r i s t i a n i t y came mainly from H e l l e n i s e d pagans, who 
brought with them t h e i r own world views. Origen's work 
has been seen by some s c h o l a r s i n the past as an attempt 
to incorporate and systematize that Greek philosophy i n t o 
mainstream C h r i s t i a n i t y ; t h i s seems p e r f e c t l y i n 
accordance with the Middle P l a t o n i s t i n f l u e n c e s i n h i s 
130. De Princ. I , 3, 7. 
131. Crouzel, 1989, p. 188. For a f u l l e r account of the 
problem see W. Marcus, 1963, Der Subordinatianismus als 
historiches Phanomenen, as w e l l as Crouzel's 1976 a r t i c l e 
"Les Personnes de l a T r i n i t e , s o n t - e l l e s de puissance 
inegales selon Origene, P e r i Archon 1, 3, 5-8?", i n 
volume 57 of Gregorianum. 
132. Lyons, 1982, pp. 105-117. 
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w o r k 1 3 3 . However, because of t h i s , h i s work has been 
discounted as mere Greek philosophy dressed up as 
C h r i s t i a n i t y . T h i s contention w i l l be examined s h o r t l y , 
when the Son^s mediating r o l e i s examined. For now, 
s u f f i c e i t to say that he has been accused of bringing 
ideas i n t o the Church that are a l i e n to C h r i s t i a n i t y . 
T h i s may w e l l ignore the r e a l reason f o r Origen's 
w r i t i n g s , e s p e c i a l l y i n De Principiis, where he s t a t e s 
t h at he i s w r i t i n g for those C h r i s t i a n s who, when 
attempting to reason t h e i r f a i t h , looked f o r answers 
elsewhere and ended up i n heresy. He wishes to provide 
some area of d i s c u s s i o n f o r these " i n t e l l e c t u a l " 
C h r i s t i a n s , i n order to avoid having them look f o r 
answers i n the teachings of the g n o s t i c s e c t s 1 3 4 . His 
method i n doing t h i s i s to give as many answers as 
p o s s i b l e to p a r t i c u l a r t h e o l o g i c a l questions asked, much 
as a teacher, t r y i n g to get students to reach t h e i r own 
con c l u s i o n s , may w e l l present v a r i o u s viewpoints to them 
while h i s or her own b e l i e f s may be d i f f e r e n t a l t o g e t h e r 
or only one of those s t a t e d . And i f one con s i d e r s the 
maj o r i t y of Origen's work to have been composed i n that 
very s i t u a t i o n , with Origen teaching students, and a 
v e r i t a b l e army of stenographers w a i t i n g on and recording 
h i s every word, thanks to Ambrose, then i t i s not 
s u r p r i s i n g to f i n d c o n t r a d i c t i o n s . Origen i s doing what 
133. Danielou, 1955, p. 261. 
134. De Princ. IV, 4, 5. See a l s o Crouzel, 1989, 
pp.153ff. 
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may be c a l l e d s p e c u l a t i v e , experimental theology. As 
Crouzel c a l l s i t , a r e s e a r c h theology - theology as a 
means of e x e r c i s e , or gymnas^kos'1 3 5 . 
T h i s r e a l i z a t i o n has s e r i o u s i m p l i c a t i o n s f o r the 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of Origen's work. I f i t i s not t r u l y 
s y s t e m a t i c 1 3 S , then i t cannot be considered as Origen's 
f i n a l word on any contentious i s s u e . J u s t as people 
today may have pet t h e o r i e s as to why c e r t a i n things i n 
l i f e are as they are, but may not be f u l l y sure, or ready 
to s t a t e these opinions as f a c t ( i n Origen's case, as 
dogma). As we w i l l see l a t e r , when we d i s c u s s the 
condemnation of Origen, t h i s view c a s t s s e r i o u s doubt on 
the a c c u s a t i o n s l e v e l l e d a t him by h i s d e t r a c t o r s many 
years l a t e r . 
I n connection with the i n f l u e n c e that Greek 
philosophy had on Origen, the r o l e of C h r i s t as mediator 
between God and c r e a t i o n , sometimes c a l l e d the "Cosmic 
C h r i s t " 1 3 ' 7 , needs to be expanded upon. I t i s f a i r l y 
c l e a r t h at Greek philosophy i s a f a c t o r i n Origen's work, 
but what has been debated i s the extent and nature of 
th a t i n f l u e n c e ; i s i t t h a t Origen adapts Greek philosophy 
to C h r i s t i a n i t y , or i s i t that h i s problem of t r y i n g to 
l i n k God to h i s c r e a t i o n - the necessary to the 
contingent - i s e s s e n t i a l l y the same task that t h i n k e r s 
135. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 163-4. 
136. See note 1 above 
137. For a f u l l d i s c u s s i o n on the emergence and meaning 
of t h i s expression, see chapter 1, pp. 7-68, i n Lyons, 
The Cosmic Christ in Origen and Teilhard de Chardin, 
1982. 
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i n the v a r i o u s Greek p h i l o s o p h i c a l schools had to deal 
with? I n order to examine t h i s , a comparison i s needed 
between Origen's s o l u t i o n of t h i s problem, and Greek 
philosophy's various p o s t u l a t i o n s . 
The two great p h i l o s o p h i c a l schools with the most 
i n f l u e n c e g e n e r a l l y , at the time t h a t Origen w r i t e s , are 
the P l a t o n i c school ( e s p e c i a l l y Middle Platonism) and the 
Gnostic school. I s h a l l o u t l i n e them b r i e f l y p r e s e n t l y . 
Beginning with the P l a t o n i c s o l u t i o n to the problem 
of mediation, there appear to be two opposing strands of 
thought. Lyons s t a t e s t h a t "we may c h a r a c t e r i z e these 
two types of mediation by c a l l i n g the f i r s t emanationist 
and the second s u b o r d i n a t i o n a l i s t . The f i r s t i s 
e x emplified i n Monarchism, the second i n Arianism'" 1 3 S. 
I n some authors, such as P h i l o and, most s i g n i f i c a n t l y 
P l o t i n u s , both strands of thought are present. Emanation 
concerns the emergence from the transcendent God of a 
p a r t t hat i s able to enter i n t o the c r e a t e d order, 
without s e p a r a t i n g i t s e l f from the essence of the 
Godhead, which remains completely separate and 
transcendent. Subordination s t a r t s with the t o t a l l y 
transcendent God, followed by a second d i v i n e sphere or 
order, which mediates to the contingent world. This 
second, mediating, semi-divine order i s the realm of 
P l a t o ' s Demiurge 1 3 9. 
138. Lyons,.1982, p. 91. 
139. Lyons, 1982, pp. 90-97. 
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Gnosticism a l s o contains a hierav&hy of d i v i n i t i e s , 
as w e l l as a hierarchy of contingent beings. E s s e n t i a l l y , 
f o r the g n o s t i c s , the created world i s e v i l and entraps 
c e r t a i n i n d i v i d u a l s who have f a l l e n from a higher plane, 
as opposed to others, lower down i n the order. The 
Demiurge i s then a demi-god who has come to rescue these 
l o s t i n d i v i d u a l s , mediating between the realm of the 
transcendent God, and His s e l e c t e d f a l l e n . The demi-god 
i s c l e a r l y subordinate to the supreme d e i t y i n a m u l t i ^ 
t i e r e d order of things, but h i s mediation i s only f o r a 
chosen few, not a l l of c r e a t i o n 1 * 0 . 
As i s apparent, there are s i m i l a r i t i e s between both 
schools and Origen's doctrine of the Son as mediator. 
However, i n Origen, there are a l s o v a s t d i f f e r e n c e s which 
s e t him apart from both schools. I n the f i r s t i n s t a n c e , 
Origen a r r i v e s a t h i s s u b o r d i n a t i o n a l i s t ideas from 
s c r i p t u r e , r a t h e r than m e t a p h y s i c s 1 4 1 . His 
subordinationism i s not, as Lyons s t a t e s , "tout 
court"'"**, but, as we have seen above, a question of 
economy r a t h e r than power. Though the Father i s 
p r i m a r i l y Creator, the Son i s immediate C r e a t o r 1 4 3 , hence 
the Son appears to be subordinate to the Father i n 
fun c t i o n , or economy, rat h e r than nature. But there i s a 
sense i n which they are equal s i n c e both are the 
140. Lyons, 1982, pp. 97-104. 
141. For example, Mk. 10:18; Lk. 18:19; Jn. 14:28. 
142. Lyons, 1982, p. 123. 
143. C.Cels. VI, 60. 
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e f f i c i e n t cause of cre a t i o n 1 ' 3 ' 6 . The Son then, i s not 
only mediator for a d i s t a n t and transcendent other God, 
but i s a l s o Creator with him, i n a sense drawing the 
Father c l o s e r to His c r e a t i o n . More importantly, the 
s i m i l a r i t y between the e t e r n a l begetting of the Son from 
the Father and P l a t o n i c emanation i s s u p e r f i c i a l . I n 
Origen, the Son's begetting by the Father i s e t e r n a l , 
such that both have the same substance, while the nature 
postulated of the p r e - e x i s t e n t s o u l s he r e f e r s to are 
not. Neither i s t h e i r p r e - e x i s t e n c e m a t e r i a l i n a way so 
th a t what e t e r n a l l y e x i s t s i s no more than the 
p o s s i b i l i t y of c r e a t i o n 1 "*s. Even once r a t i o n a l beings 
are created, they possess f r e e w i l l . T h i s i s a t va r i a n c e 
with the P l a t o n i c scheme. F i n a l l y , though Origen does 
share the Gnostic preoccupation with "pre cosmic events 
leading up to a f a l l i n t o a m a t e r i a l world that was not 
from the beginning" '*6 } and the notion that 
e v e n t u a l l y there w i l l take place a re-establishment of 
the o r i g i n a l metaphysical s t a t e of p e r f e c t i o n , he does 
not share with them the idea t h a t the m a t e r i a l world i s 
i n some way e v i l 1 * ' 7 . L i k ewise, the Son's redemption i s 
u n i v e r s a l , and not j u s t f o r a sma l l and chosen part of 
c r e a t i o n ; the Father and the Son enter i n t o the whole of 
144. Comm. I n Joh. I , 110; I I , 72; I I , 183. C i t e d by 
Lyons, 1982, p. 125. 
145. Lyons, 1982, p. 121. See a l s o Bostock, 1987, pp. 
259-264 for the a s s e r t i o n t h at Origen d e r i v e s the 
do c t r i n e of the pre - e x i s t e n c e from P h i l o and S c r i p t u r e , 
r a t h e r than d i r e c t l y from the P l a t o n i c scheme of th i n g s . 
146. Lyons, 1982, p. 97. 
147. See note 48, above. 
96 
c r e a t i o n . I n other words he r e j e c t s the idea t h a t 
somehow there are d i f f e r e n t c l a s s e s of human b e i n g s 1 4 0 . 
A f i n a l and r a t h e r curious aspect of Origen's 
c h r i s t o l o g y has to do with the epinoiai, or t i t l e s of 
C h r i s t (see above, pp. 51-53). That i s the contention 
t h a t the p h y s i c a l form of Jesus changed while on E a r t h . 
Origen mentions t h i s i n t r i g u i n g idea i n a number of 
h i s works, p a r t i c u l a r l y i n Contra Celsum as w e l l as i n 
h i s commentaries on Matthew and J o h n 1 4 9 . Such a do c t r i n e 
has l e d Origen to be accused of docetism and gnosticism 
and it would appear that the idea, which Origen claims to 
have r e c e i v e d as t r a d i t i o n , comes o r i g i n a l l y from the 
g n o s t i c s e c t s . Why then, should Origen bother to develop 
i t ? The answer l i e s i n h i s "doctrine of the m u l t i p l i c i t y 
of the epinoiai", and i n the idea that the Logos i s a 
p e r f e c t m i r r o r around which a l l the o r i g i n a l l y 
p r e - e x i s t e n t s o u l s used to s i t . 
F i r s t l y , Origen mentions the d o c t r i n e i n Contra 
Celsum almost immediately a f t e r he has gi^&n the l i s t of the 
epinoiai when he gives the example of the 
T r a n s f i g u r a t i o n as the " E a r t h l y economy" of the d o c t r i n e , 
and as evidence of these human transformations. As 
McGuckin s t a t e s : 
"The v a r i a b i l i t y of the e a r t h l y 
mode of appearance i s , i n a s m a l l 
148. Lyons, 1982, pp. 101-104. 
149. C.Cels.II, 64-5; IV, 16; VI; 68; VI, 75-7; Comm. in 
Joh. XXXII, 17; Comm. in Matt. X I I , 36-8; Ser. in Matt. 
100; P h i l o c a l i a XV, 9, 84-6., quoted i n note 1 by McGukin 
(1987, p. 220). 
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way, a r e f l e c t i o n of the v a r i a b i l i t y 
of the epinoiai of the Logos i n h i s 
d i v i n e n a t u r e . " 1 3 0 
Secondly, i f the Logos i s l i k e a p e r f e c t mirror, 
then a l l who gaze i n t o i t w i l l see a p e r f e c t r e f l e c t i o n 
of themselves (only, of course, r e a l i t y i s i n the 
opposite d i r e c t i o n s i n c e a l l who gaze upon the Logos are 
made i n the image of the Logos). I n a sense, they w i l l 
p e r c e ive an image r e p r e s e n t i n g them as they t r u l y are, 
"warts avi a l l " , so that each being sees a d i f f e r e n t 
r e f l e c t i o n . For Origen then, the appearance of the human 
Jesus depended on who was looking a t him. A c e r t a i n 
" p l a s t i c i t y and i n s t a b i l i t y " of the nature of matter 
would have been pa r t of Origen's s c i e n t i f i c mind s e t i n 
any case, and would have been accepted as n o r m a l 1 3 1 . 
We should then examine the o r i g i n and uses of t h i s 
d o c t r i n e which, as we have already mentioned, Origen 
r e c e i v e d as t r a d i t i o n . The d o c t r i n e seems to appear 
mainly i n apocryphal w r i t i n g s ; c o n c r e t e l y i n the Acts of 
John, where i t i s d e f i n i t e l y a d o c e t i c " c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
device", and then i n the a c t s of Peter, where i t appears 
i n somewhat s o f t e r form, but n e v e r t h e l e s s s t i l l as a 
c h r i s t o l o g i c a l device. The d o c e t i s t s then, saw the 
do c t r i n e as a way of d i s t a n c i n g the Logos from the f l e s h , 
because for them the two media were t o t a l l y 
incompatible. I t would lend credence to the idea t h a t 
150. McGuckin, 1987, p. 215. 
151. McGucki^, 1987, p. 215. 
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somehow C h r i s t ' s body was not a r e a l human one, and only 
appeared so. 
Rowe puts forward the case, s u b s t a n t i a t e d by 
numerous c i t a t i o n s of Origen's work, t h a t Origen i s i n 
f a c t much more of a d o c e t i s t than i s normally supposed. 
He then uses t h i s curious idea that somehow, Jesus 
appears d i f f e r e n t to each observer, as the f i n a l n a i l i n 
h i s c o f f i n 1 3 2 . Origen, however, does not mean the same 
thi n g as Rowe i n t e r p r e t s . I n sharp c o n t r a s t to the use 
of t h i s d o c t r i n e by the d o c e t i s t s , Origen does not r e a l l y 
c o n s i d e r i t as d e s c r i p t i v e of C h r i s t , but saying much 
more about those who see h i m 1 5 3 . 
When he uses the idea to counter C e l s u s ' contention 
t h a t the appearance of Jesus was i n s i g n i f i c a n t 1 5 4 , he i s 
c l e a r l y more concerned with how people saw J e s u s , as 
opposed to how Jesus a c t u a l l y looked; people saw Jesus 
according to t h e i r a b i l i t y to do so, so t h a t each saw 
what he or she was able to see. However, Origen uses the 
d o c t r i n e i n a more s p i r i t u a l than l i t e r a l sense, as an 
analogy almost, of how one should approach J e s u s , so that 
how each person sees him i s commensurate to the 
" i n d i v i d u a l ' s s p i r i t u a l c a p a c i t y " to comprehend the 
Godhead. To i l l u s t r a t e t h i s he uses m a t e r i a l from the 
152. Rowe, 1987, p. 128. 
153. I n the same way, we may see God i n someone or 
something or some event, but only i f we have a c e r t a i n 
frame of mind and f a i t h . This concept can be very u s e f u l 
i n the context of the teaching of morals and s p i r i t u a l i t y 
i n schools today. 
154. For example, C.Cels. I , 55. 
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Old T e s t a m e n t 1 3 3 to e x p l a i n the T r a n s f i g u r a t i o n . Thus, 
as McGuch'n po i n t s out, he i s using the doctr i n e i n a 
s o t e r i o l o g i c a l way, and not a c h r i s t o l o g i c a l way. I n no 
way does Origen want to put i n doubt the r e a l i t y of 
C h r i s t ' s humanity; t h i s i s simply not the i s s u e here. 
What he i s t r y i n g to do i s to take a d o c e t i s t idea and 
rework i t f o r the sake of the o r t h o d o x 1 s s . T h i s i s 
e n t i r e l y i n keeping with both h i s a l l e g o r i c a l method of 
exegesis and the d e s i r e to stop i n q u i r i n g i n t e l l i g e n t 
C h r i s t i a n s from d r i f t i n g i n t o h e r e t i c a l groups because of 
such d o c t r i n e s . 
Origen i n t e r p r e t s the changing nature of J e s u s ' body 
as a symbol of the changing forms i n which the d i v i n e 
nature makes i t s e l f known. Hence, C h r i s t can be " a l l 
things to a l l men"13'7. As McGuckin s t a t e s : 
"The changing forms of Jesus, i n 
h i s [Origen's] hands, t e l l s us more 
about the varying a b i l i t y of s p e c t a t o r s 
to apprehend the t r u t h than i t does about 
the i n s t a b i l i t y of the f l e s h of C h r i s t . 
I n t h i s process he a s s i m i l a t e s the 
t r a d i t i o n i n t o the l a r g e r context of h i s 
d o c t r i n e of s p i r i t u a l accents. A l l t h i s 
argues t h a t , f o r Origen, the Logos' 
working of s a l v a t i o n i s so dynamic a 
process t h a t i t s dynamism i s not only 
represented i n the great metamorphosis 
from s p i r i t to f l e s h , which i s the 
i n c a r n a t i o n , but even i n smaller 
metamorphoses working for the good of 
i n d i v i d u a l s and t a i l o r e d to t h e i r 
c a p a c i t i e s which take place i n the course 
of the e a r t h l y economy. 1 , 1 S B 
155. I s . 52:4 and Ps. 49. 
156. McGuckin, 1987, p. 220. 
157. I Cor. 9:22. 
158. McGuekin, 1987, p. 219. 
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I t i s therefore c l e a r t h a t a c c u s a t i o n s made of 
Origen as i n some way d o c e t i s t or g n o s t i c because of t h i s 
p a r t i c u l a r d o c t r i n e hold l i t t l e water i n the l i g h t of 
t h i s b r i e f examination. 
I n our overview of Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y according to 
h i s extant works, we have discovered t h a t i t i s centred 
around the epinoiai, or t i t l e s of the Son. T h i s i n turn, 
l e a d s us to h i s doctrine of His e t e r n a l begetting from 
the Father, and His e t e r n a l e x i s t e n c e as image of the 
Fathe r . We have a l s o seen how Origen attempts to e x p l a i n 
the I n c a r n a t i o n , and uses f o r that purpose h i s doctrine 
of the pre-ex i s t e n c e of Jesus' s o u l (and th e r e f o r e , the 
pr e - e x i s t e n c e of a l l s o u l s ) ; t h i s appears to be the 
weakest part of h i s c h r i s t o l o g y , and he has c e r t a i n l y 
been h e a v i l y c r i t i c i z e d both f o r having a somewhat shaky 
theology of the Incarnation, and f o r proposing the 
d o c t r i n e of the pre-existence of the s o u l s . We are l e f t 
then with the problem of the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the 
Father and the Son, and f i n d t h a t there i s a tension i n 
h i s thought between the subordination of the Son to the 
Father, and the eq u a l i t y of both. As a r e s u l t , Origen's 
theology of the T r i n i t y has been examined b r i e f l y , and 
h i s d o c t r i n e of the three hypostases emerges, which would 
have a great i n f l u e n c e l a t e r . 
F i n a l l y , but most importantly f o r the purposes of 
our study, we have begun to see t h a t some important 
modern s c h o l a r s ' primary concern has been to c l e a r 
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Origen's name from the a c c u s a t i o n s of h i s d e t r a c t o r s , 
both ancient and more r e c e n t . I n order to decide on the 
import of t h i s s c h o l a r s h i p , we w i l l need to examine the 
nature of the accus a t i o n s made of Origen, both a n c i e n t 
and modern, i n order to i n d i c a t e where modern s c h o l a r s h i p 
i s changing our view concerning Origen's orthodoxy, and 
t h i s i s what we w i l l proceed to p r e s e n t l y . 
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CHAPTER FOUR. 
ORIGEM'S ANCIEMT CHRISTOLOGICAL LEGACY. 
Having e s t a b l i s h e d the e s s e n t i a l f a c t o r s that make 
up Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y , we need now to see what 
i n f l u e n c e that c h r i s t o l o g y had upon, and what legacy i t 
l e f t to, l a t e r times. 
I have d i s t i n g u i s h e d between Origen's anci e n t legacy, 
which, f o r the purposes of t h i s study de a l s with the 
p a t r i s t i c period, and the modern period, which i s 
t y p i f i e d , not only by recent p a t r i s t i c s c h o l a r s h i p , but 
a l s o modern c h r i s t o l o g y as w e l l . My f i r s t t ask then i s 
to o u t l i n e the ancient legacy. 
The i n f l u e n c e that Origen's thought had upon e a r l y 
C h r i s t i a n i t y as a whole must not be underestimated for, 
as Richard Hanson s t a t e s : 
"Origen was the most important theologian 
produced by the E a s t e r n , Greek speaking, 
Church during the f i r s t three c e n t u r i e s of 
i t s e x i s t e n c e . U n t i l the a r r i v a l of Athanasius 
and the Cappadocian theologians i n the fourth 
century, there was no t h e o l o g i c a l mind capable 
of r i v a l l i n g his'" 1 
Before we can examine t h i s a n c i e n t legacy of 
Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y , we need to o u t l i n e b r i e f l y the 
beginnings of the influ e n c e of h i s theology as a whole up 
to the f i r s t O r i g e n i s t c r i s i s , e s p e c i a l l y as regards the 
c r e a t i o n of what has come to be known as the O r i g e n i s t 
t r a d i t i o n . 
1. Hanson, 1985, p. 410. 
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There i s a sense i n which Origen's legacy was passed 
down through the two geographical l o c a t i o n s of Caesarea 
and Alexandria. At Caesarea Origen l e f t h i s personal 
l i b r a r y and correspondence, so t h a t by the time t h a t 
| Pamphilius ( c . 240-309) a r r i v e d and taught Eusebius there, 
they had access to a great d e a l of information with which 
to put forward Origen's cause. I t i s a l s o from Caesarea 
t h a t Origen's former p u p i l s l i k e , for example^ Gregory 
Thaumaturgus, s e t out with h i s theology on board. 
However, there was not a "continuous O r i g e n i s t t r a d i t i o n 
t h e r e " and i t i s in s t e a d , i n Alexandria^ that the 
O r i g e n i s t t r a d i t i o n began i n e a r n e s t 2 . 
Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria u n t i l h i s death i n 
264^was somewhat sympathetic to Origen, and allowed h i s 
e x e g e t i c a l and t h e o l o g i c a l t r a d i t i o n to continue under 
Theognotus (d. c. 282), and more importantly, P i e r u s (d. 
c. 309), who was know as "the younger Origen" 3. 
Pamphilus i n turn studied under P i e r u s and e v e n t u a l l y 
moved to Caesarea where, with h i s student and eventual 
bishop of Caesarea, Eusebius, he produced h i s 
c o n t r o v e r s i a l Apology for Origen, i n response to e a r l y 
c r i t i c s 4 . Eusebius' l i t e r a r y c o n t r i b u t i o n to Origen's 
cause, i n the form of book s i x of h i s Ecclesiastical 
History, has already been mentioned i n previous chapters. 
The e f f o r t s of such O r i g e n i s t supporters ensured t h a t 
2. Trigg, 1983, p. 246. 
3. Trigg, 1983, p. 247. 
4. Trigg, 1983, p. 247. 
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Origen's i n f l u e n c e not only continued but grew, 
e s p e c i a l l y i n the E a s t . 
I n p a r t i c u l a r , Origen's i n f l u e n c e continued i n 
Egypt, and developed into two s t r a n d s . F i r s t l y , h i s 
methods of i n t e r p r e t i n g the B i b l e were championed by 
Didymus the B l i n d ( c . 313-398). I t was he who taught 
S t . Gregory of Nazianzus ((329-389), Rufinus and Jerome, 
and they i n turn disseminated Origen's thought and 
preserved h i s work 3. St. Gregory of Nazianzus was one of 
three theologians known c o l l e c t i v e l y as the Cappadocian 
F a t h e r s , together with S t . B a s i l the Great ( c . 330-379) 
and S t . Gregory of Nyssa ( c . 330-c. 395). They followed 
i n the footsteps of one of Origen's most c e l e b r a t e d 
students, S t . Gregory Thaumaturgus, who had e a r l i e r 
brought Origen's thought to Cappadocia, and furthered the 
cause of Origenism 5. Together with B a s i l , Gregory of 
Nazianzus produced the Philocalia of Origen"*, which was 
an anthology of Origen's work i n Greek, and which 
s u r v i v e s today thanks to the immense re p u t a t i o n of the 
Cappadocian F a t h e r s 8 . Rufinus and Jerome, as we have 
p r e v i o u s l y seen, clashed d r a m a t i c a l l y over Origen's 
theology and were the main protagonists of the f i r s t 
O r i g e n i s t controversy. 
5. Trigg, 1983, p. 248. 
6. Hanson, 1987, p. 422, a f t e r H. D o r r i e s , 1956. 
7. Philocalia meant "the love of b e a u t i f u l t h i n g s " . 
Crouzel, 1989, p. 44. 
8. The Cappadocian Fathers are held i n the highest 
regard, e s p e c i a l l y B a s i l , whos© w r i t i n g s are held to be 
the e q u i v a l e n t of the West's monastic r u l e by Benedict, 
f o r Greek monasticism. Trigg, 1983, p. 249. 
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Secondly, Origen's more s p e c u l a t i v e and 
contemplative elements were adapted by Evagrius Ponticus 
(346-399) f o r use by the growing monastic movement i n the 
fourth century. Evagrius himself went to l i v e i n the 
monastic colony of N i t r i a from where he spread h i s Origen= 
i n s p i r e d a s c e t i c theology, such that i t reached as f a r 
as S y r i a , I r a q and Armenia, e f f e c t i v e l y e s t a b l i s h i n g an 
O r i g e n i s t monastic t r a d i t i o n 9 . 
As I have suggested above, Origen's ideas faced some 
e a r l y opposition, c o n c r e t e l y from Peter of Alexandria (d. 
311), and more notably from Methodius of Olympus (d. 
311), whose c r i t i c i s m s merit a f u r t h e r b r i e f a n a l y s i s l O . 
T h i s i s because they were e f f e c t i v e l y the f i r s t , and 
because t h e i r nature would have an enduring e f f e c t l a t e r , 
i n that l a t e r d e t r a c t o r s would base t h e i r views of Origen 
on Methodius'. 
Methodius' c r i t i c i s m s were expressed i n two 
t r e a t i s e s , Xenon or On the Creatures''1 and Aglaophon or On 
the Resurrection''2. I n the f i r s t of these Methodius 
c r i t i c i z e s Origen on h i s d o c t r i n e of the e t e r n a l 
generation of the Son being simultaneous with the 
c r e a t i o n of the I n t e l l i g i b l e World i n form of Wisdom 1 3, 
9. Trigg, 1983, p. 248. 
10. For a f u l l e r account of the r o l e s of Origen, 
Methodius, and indeed t h e i r i n f l u e n c e on the A r i a n 
dispute, see Patterson, 1982(a), pp. 912-923. 
11. I n Photius, B i b l . 235, 302a (CUFr V), c i t e d by 
Crouzel, 1989, p. 189. 
12. Preserved i n Greek by Photius, Bibl.234 (CUFr V), 
300b-301a, and i n Old S l a v i n i t s e n t i r e t y : i n GCS 
Methodius. C i t e d by Crouzel, 1989, p. 92, n. 12. 
13. De Princ. I , 2, 10. 
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and as a r e s u l t the p r e - e x i s t e n c e of the i n t e l l e c t s or 
s o u l s . Methodius confused the c r e a t i o n of the 
I n t e l l i g i b l e World i n Wisdom with the c r e a t i o n of the 
p r e - e x i s t e n t i n t e l l e c t s , hence implying that a l l 
c r e a t u r e s are co-eternal with God, and that, a t worst, 
God does not c r e a t e them but only r u l e s them. I n f a c t , 
Origen r e f e r s to the I n t e l l i g i b l e World as the world of 
reason and ideas forming p a r t of Wisdom ( i e . an epinoia 
of the Son), and t h i s must have been c o - e t e r n a l with God 
because God must always have been c r e a t o r s i n c e He i s 
p e r f e c t and cannot experience progress or change 1 4. But 
Origen c l e a r l y s t a t e s that the c r e a t i o n of the pre-
e x i s t e n t i n t e l l e c t s or souls takes place l a t e r 1 3 . 
Methodius has confused the two, and mainly because of h i s 
l a c k of understanding of the P l a t o n i c p h i l o s o p h i c a l 
language that Origen employs 1 s. 
The second attack by Methodius i s probably the more 
famous, i n that i t leads e v e n t u a l l y to one of the 
anathemata against Origen, f i r s t l y a t a l o c a l synod under 
the auspices *f J u s t i n i a n i n 543, and secondly at the Second 
Co u n c i l of Constantinople (the F i f t h Ecumenical) i n 553, 
a l s o under J u s t i n i a n 1 7 . I t concerns, as I have 
14. De Princ, I , 2, 10. I t i s i n t e r e s t i n g to note the 
s i m i l a r i t y between the language of Origen here and the 
language of S t . Anselm's O n t o l o g i c a l Argument fo r the 
E x i s t e n c e of God i n Proslogion. 
15. De. Princ. I I , 9, 2. 
16. See Crouzel, 1989, pp. 171 and e s p e c i a l l y 189-190. 
17. L l o r c a , 1960, pp. 565-567. There i s some doubt about 
whether the anathemata were o f f i c i a l l y p a r t of the 
C o u n c i l , as they do not appear on the minutes. I t seems 
t h a t they were probably d i s c u s s e d before the c o u n c i l 
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p r e v i o u s l y s t a t e d , Origen's ideas about the r e s u r r e c t i o n , 
and h i s apparent unease with the r e s u r r e c t i o n of the 
a c t u a l e a r t h l y f l e s h . We have seen p r e v i o u s l y t h a t he 
employs the idea of the "form" (eidos) to maintain the 
essence and u n i t y of the body, without having to have 
keep the o r i g i n a l m a t e r i a l , arguing t h a t a heavenly 
e x i s t e n c e w i l l need a heavenly body 1 8. Methodius s t a t e s 
that the e a r t h l y f l e s h must be r e s u r r e c t e d i n order fo r 
i t to be a r e a l r e s u r r e c t i o n , otherwise we could be 
f a l l i n g i n t o Docetism. For him, the idea t h a t only the 
form (eidos) of the body remains i n terms of "seminal 
reason" {logos spermatikos) and that there i s no m a t e r i a l 
c o n t i n u i t y of the body between e a r t h l y and heavenly 
e x i s t e n c e i n v a l i d a t e s the r e s u r r e c t i o n . Based on 
C h r i s t ' s R e s u r r e c t i o n , he s t a t e s that C h r i s t ' s body was 
the same body before and a f t e r the r e s u r r e c t i o n , as the 
episode with Thomas i n John 20: 24-29 s u g g e s t s 1 9 ; hence 
the r e s u r r e c t i o n of the souls must be of the same order 
e l s e His R e s u r r e c t i o n would not apply to us. By eidos, 
Methodius understands "mould", seeing the form of the 
body as e x t e r n a l to i t , l i k e a tube through which water 
p a s s e s 2 0 . He a l s o t r e a t s i t as t r a n s i e n t , suggesting that 
the form of an object, such as a bronze s t a t u e i s the 
proper. Crouzel, 1989, pp. 178-179, based on Diekamp's 
theory. 
18. Origen i s following Paul i n I C o r i n t h i a n s 15: 35-53 
here. 
19. Aglaophon, I I , 12-14. 
20. Aglaophon, I I I , 3. 
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f i r s t thing that disappears when i t i s melted down 2 1. 
But Methodius has misunderstood the terms eidos and logos 
spermatikos i n the P l a t o n i c sense i n which Origen employs 
them. Origen i s not a c t u a l l y s aying that the old e a r t h l y 
body i s replaced by a new heavenly (or e t h e r e a l ) one, but 
r a t h e r that the old e a r t h l y body i s transformed i n t o a 
heavenly one by means of the c e n t r a l c o n t r o l l i n g 
p r i n c i p l e of the eidos, the logos spermatikos. I t i s the 
logos spermatikos which enables the c o n t i n u i t y and 
i d e n t i t y to be maintained, w h i l e allowing f o r the 
d i f f e r e n c e which there must be between the e a r t h l y and 
heavenly body. The main evidence i n Origen's work f o r 
t h i s view to be considered c o r r e c t i s given i n h i s 
exegesis of the argument between Jesus and the Sadducees 
i n Matt. 22: 29-30 2 2. Fur t h e r , Crouzel shows that 
Methodius' understanding of the term eidos i s not the 
same as the understanding t h a t Origen would have had of 
i t i n i t s S t o i c sense. As Crou z e l s t a t e s : 
"Reading the commentary on our t e x t [the Old 
Slav v e r s i o n of the Aglaophon] by Proclos and 
the c r i t i c i s m of i t by Euboulius we can measure 
the extent of Methodius' misconception of the 
nature of the bodily eidos, as Origen conceived 
i t : he has not grasped the p h i l o s o p h i c a l 
meaning of the term, he takes i t i n i t s popular 
sense of outward appearance and by doing so 
renders completely absurd the d o c t r i n e he i s 
seeking to r e f u t e . He consequently c o n s i d e r s 
that the g l o r i o u s body i s i n Origen's view a 
d i f f e r e n t body from the e a r t h l y body, to which 
has been given the same outward appearance: he 
thus f r u s t r a t e s the e f f o r t s of the Alexandrian 
21. Aglaophon, I I I , 6. 
22. Comm. in Matt.XVII, 30. 
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to express the i d e n t i t y without n e g l e c t i n g the 
d i f f e r e n c e . T h i s fundamental misunderstanding 
deprives Methodius' complaints about Origen's 
d o c t r i n e of the r e s u r r e c t i o n of the body of 
almost a l l t h e i r v a l u e . " 2 3 
Further, Methodius attempts to suggest t h a t as 
Origen had used the same explanation of the "seminal 
reason" to e x p l a i n Moses and E l i j a h ' s presence at the 
T r a n s f i g u r a t i o n , C h r i s t could not be the f i r s t r i s e n from 
the dead2**. However, Methodius i s g u i l t y , I think, of 
not understanding the true s i g n i f i c a n c e and power of the 
R e s u r r e c t i o n event, i n that the r i s e n C h r i s t i s present 
a c r o s s time: the C r u c i f i x i o n and the R e s u r r e c t i o n are 
"once and f o r a l l " events, v a l i d for a l l time, both 
before and a f t e r . Now while i t may be the case t h a t 
Methodius' understanding of C h r i s t ' s R e s u r r e c t i o n may be 
more l i t e r a l than t h i s , s u r e l y by h i s own s t a n d a r d s 2 3 he 
would have to admit the power of God to be able to ensure 
t h a t d e s p i t e appearances, C h r i s t i s s t i l l the f i r s t to be 
r e s u r r e c t e d . 
F i n a l l y , Methodius attempts to poke fun a t Origen's 
conception of the r e s u r r e c t e d or g l o r i o u s bodies. He 
i n t e r p r e t s Origen's view that God does not c r e a t e what i s 
not necessary, hence the g l o r i o u s bodies would have no 
need of organs such as arms or l e g s . Origen, i n f a c t , 
merely suggests t h i s , r a t h e r than s t a t e s i t as dogma, but 
23. Crouzel, 1989, p. 256. 
24. Aglaophon, I I I , 5. 
25. When he c o n s i d e r s the r e c o n s t r u c t i o n of the o r i g i n a l 
human, e a r t h l y body from i t s myriad of r e s t i n g p l a c e s at 
the end of time, f o r example, not to be beyond the power 
of God. 
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Methodius asks s a r c a s t i c a l l y whether t h i s body would be 
"round, polygonal or c u b i c " 2 5 5 . To be f a i r to Methodius, 
Origen does appear to have taken the idea a l i t t l e too 
f a r as he can be seen to be threatening the i n d i v i d u a l i t y 
of the person, but the f a c t remains that once again, 
Methodius i s c r i t i c a l of h i s own i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of 
Origen's thought. Sadly, Methodius' joke question i s 
then taken s e r i o u s l y by . l a t e r d e t r a c t o r s , f i n a l l y 
r e s u l t i n g i n J u s t i n i a n ' s 5 t l* anathema i n 543 s t a t i n g t h a t 
Origen held t h a t the g l o r i o u s bodies would be 
s p h e r i c a l 2 7 . I t i s f a i r l y c l e a r Origen never s t a t e d 
t h i s , and such a theory i s based on misconstruing an 
Origenian t e x t 2 8 which r e f e r s to the heavenly bodies 
being s p h e r i c a l , but means the s t a r s and not the g l o r i o u s 
bodies. 
I s h a l l now turn t@ the fourth century, as i t was then 
t h a t the f i r s t u n i v e r s a l c h r i s t o l o g i c a l controversy, 
known as the A r i a n controversy, arose. With St. 
Athanasius ( c . 296-373) and the a r c h - h e r e t i c A r i u s ( c . 
250-c. 336) as the c e n t r a l p r o t a g o n i s t s, i t would be 
t h i s c r i s i s which would bring the i s s u e of the orthodoxy 
of Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y to the f o r e f r o n t . 
I t i s not i n dispute t h a t the Arian controversy was 
not only the f i r s t s e r i o u s controversy to rock the whole 
church, but t h a t i t s e f f e c t launched the Church i n t o a 
26. Aglaophon, I I I , 15. 
27. Liber adversus Origen or Letter to Menas (PG 86/1, 
col.943-994), c i t e d by Crouzel, 1989, pp. 252f. 
28. Such as De Orat. XXXI, 3. 
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long period of c h r i s t o l o g i c a l turmoil which would l a s t 
u n t i l , a t the very l e a s t Chalcedon i n 451. I t could be 
argued that the controversy continues today, due to the 
compromise that the Chalcedonian d e f i n i t i o n r e p r e s e n t s , 
and the recent emergence of c h r i s t o l o g i e s from below, 
based on the advent of modern B i b l i c a l s c h o l a r s h i p . I 
s h a l l examine t h i s view i n the next chapter. For now, I 
s h a l l r e t u r n to the fourth century. 
While a d e t a i l e d account of the Arian controversy 
i t s e l f i s not r e q u i r e d 2 9 , i t w i l l be as w e l l to d e s c r i b e 
the essence of i t b r i e f l y . On the one hand A r i u s , and 
h i s f o l l o w e r s , claimed that Jesus was not f u l l y d i v i n e i n 
the way the Father was, but was c r e a t e d by the Father at 
a p a r t i c u l a r point i n time, f o r the purposes of 
humanity's redemption. Consequently, Jesus was of a 
d i f f e r e n t nature, or substance from the Father and 
i n f e r i o r to Him. The Son then, i s the highest i n the 
order of c r e a t i o n , but he i s not, s t r i c t l y speaking God. 
However, because the Son r e v e a l s the Father to, and i s so 
f a r above, human beings, he i s c a l l e d "God" and deserves 
worship.. E f f e c t i v e l y what i s being s a i d i s t h a t the Son 
i s n inety-nine percent God, and i s only considered God i n 
honour of h i s closeness to the Father. T h i s was 
subordinationism at i t s most extreme. 
29. For a b r i e f but d e t a i l e d account, see Chadwick, The 
Early Church, 1967, pp. 124-151. Also K e l l y , Early 
Christian Doctrines, 1977, pp. 223-251. 
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On the other hand, Bishop Alexander of Alexandria, 
h i s s e c r e t a r y Athanasius (Alexander's s u c c e s s o r as bishop 
of Alexandria and eventual leader of the Nicene p a r t y ) 
and t h e i r f o l l o w e r s disputed t h i s , c l a iming that there 
are no degrees of d i v i n i t y ; e i t h e r the Son i s God, or He 
i s not. D i v i n i t y i s not a pred i c a t e . C h r i s t i a n s c a l l 
J esus God because He i s , otherwise they worship a man. 
Hence, i f the Son i s d i v i n e , then He cannot have been 
create d a t any point i n time, but must have always 
e x i s t e d . E x i s t e n c e i s a l s o not a p r e d i c a t e . T h e i r 
defence a g a i n s t Arianism l e d some of them to the opposite 
extreme^ tso deny any d i f f e r e n c e between the Father and 
the Son, such as Appolinarius. 
The argument began i n Alexandria i n about 318-20 3 0 
and raged on i n numerous synods and c o u n c i l s u n t i l i t s 
settlement i n the e d i c t s of the Council of Constantinople 
i n 381, i n favour of the Athanasian party (know a l s o as 
the "Nicene" or "Pro-Nicene" party, due to i t s defence of 
the e d i c t s of the Council of Nicea i n 325, where they 
were i n i t i a l l y v i c t o r i o u s over A r i u s ) . The pendulum of 
v i c t o r y f i r s t swung one way, and then the other, normally 
depending upon which p a r t i c u l a r Roman Emperor happened to 
be i n power, and t h e i r personal preference ( I m p e r i a l 
p o l i t i c s had more than a small part to play i n the a f f a i r 
and i t s r e s o l u t i o n ) . 
30. Chadwick, 1967, p. 254. 
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The e f f e c t of the argument was to sharply p o l a r i z e 
c h r i s t o l o g y so that i t s p e l t the end of experimental 
theologies such as Origen's. Years of c o n f l i c t 
surrounding the meanings of the language employed l e d to 
the need to define terms p r e c i s e l y and unequivocally i n a 
way t h a t Origen never had to do. As Crouzel points out: 
"The s k i l l with which A r i a n or A r i a n i s e r s 
could f i n d t h e i r d o c t r i n e i n the confessions 
of f a i t h of t h e i r a d v e r s a r i e s forced the 
l a t t e r to pay c a r e f u l a t t e n t i o n to the terms 
they used. Origen never had worries l i k e 
t h a t . " 3 1 
The CreedcffeCouncil of Nicea i n 325, and i t s 
f u r t h e r endorsement at Constantinople i n 381^ c l e a r l y 
defined the l i n e between orthodoxy and heresy i n t h i s 
matter, and drew sharp a t t e n t i o n to any c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
i s s u e s that might a r i s e l a t e r , such as the Nestorian 
c o n t r o v e r s y 3 2 . Moreover, the v i c t o r y of the Athanasian 
party c a s t s u s p i c i o n on any c h r i s t o l o g y seen as i n any 
way s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t . I n a sense, while during Origen's 
l i f e t i m e , there was some f l e x i b i l i t y , a f t e r the Arian 
c r i s i s the goalposts were f i r m l y f i x e d . 
I t can be seen then, that Origen's d o c t r i n e s 
included elements that could be u s e f u l to both camps, and 
indeed, he was appealed to by both s i d e s during the long 
c o n f l i c t . Origen's i n f l u e n c e on the c r i s i s then, must be 
31. Crouzel, 1989, p. 169). 
32. The d i v i n e nature of the Son had been emphasized, 
hence putting pressure on the human nature. The 
r e s u l t i n g tension leads e v e n t u a l l y to the Nestorian 
c r i s i s . 
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examined. I s h a l l t h e r e f o r e begin with the view that 
Origen's d o c t r i n e s supported, and i n some cas e s l e d 
d i r e c t l y to the b i r t h of Arianism. 
Hanson points out that u n t i l f a i r l y r e c e n t l y , 
p a t r i s t i c s c h o l a r s considered Origen to be a t l e a s t the 
precursor of the Arian c r i s i s 3 3 , i f not the honorary 
f a t h e r of A r i a n i s m 3 * . T h i s view was probably based upon 
the f a c t t h a t s e v e r a l ancient w r i t e r s a l s o c l a i m t h i s . 
F i r s t to c r i t i c i z e Origen seems to have been Marcellus of 
Ancyra, who saw Origen as being p a r t l y to blame f o r the 
A r i a n d o c t r i n e 3 3 . Next E u s t a t h i u s took i s s u e with him, 
e s p e c i a l l y concerning h i s exegesis of the s t o r y of the 
Witch of E n d o r 3 6 . E u s t a t h i u s , who l e d the c o n s e r v a t i v e 
Nicene party a t the C o u n c i l of Nicea i n 325, was 
vehemently opposed to Origen on the grounds t h a t he 
" i n c o n s i d e r a t e l y gave the h e r e t i c s an o p e n i n g " 3 7 by the 
use of h i s allegorical method of exegesis, and through h i s 
e s c h a t o l o g y 3 3 . He c o n t i n u a l l y employs s a r c a s t i c name-
c a l l i n g a g a i n s t Origen i n h i s On the Ventriloquist39, 
something which Epiphanius ( c . 315-403) would l a t e r on 
33. Hanson c i t e s Kannengiesser 1s l i s t of s c h o l a r s who 
considered t h i s to be the case, such as Wiles, Stead, 
Barnard and Marrou (Kannengiesser, 1982, pp. 20-21, c i t e d 
i n Hanson, 1987, p. 410). 
34. Such as P r e s t i g e (1936, pp. 116 and 222) and P o l l a r d , 
(1958, pp. 106-107). Both c i t e d i n Hanson, (1987, p. 
410) . 
35. Hanson, 1987, p. 410. 
36. I Sam 28. 
37. Engast 22, c i t e d by Dechow, 1987(b), p. 406, n. 17. 
38. Dechow, 1987(b), p. 406. 
39. Engast, c i t e d by Dechow, 1987(b), p. 406, n. 18. 
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ape." 4 0. He a l s o unquestioningly accepted Methodius' 
e a r l i e r c r i t i c i s m s of Origen's work, e s p e c i a l l y as 
regards the r e s u r r e c t i o n of the f l e s h . Dechow sums up 
the c e n t r a l f e a t u r e s of h i s a t t a c k : 
"1. The focus on the r e s u r r e c t i o n as the 
c e n t r a l i s s u e r e l a t i v e even to s c r i p t u r a l 
passages that do not, s t r i c t l y speaking, 
t r e a t the r e s u r r e c t i o n ; 
2. the r e l i a n c e on Methodius by co n s e r v a t i v e 
Nicene l o y a l i s t s for the d e f i n i t i v e 
statement of the case a g a i n s t Origen; 
3. the unquestioning acceptance of the charge 
made by Methodius that Origen a c t u a l l y 
denies the bodily r e s u r r e c t i o n ; 
4. the a l l e g e d r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of Origen f o r 
heresy as a r e s u l t of h i s teaching about 
the r e s u r r e c t i o n of the co r p o r e a l form 
(eidos); 
5. the a l l e g e d r e s p o n s i b i l i t y of Origen f o r 
a l l heresy as a r e s u l t of h i s method of 
a l l e g o r i c a l e x e g e s i s . " 4 1 
Based upon the l a b e l l i n g of Origen as a h e r e t i c and 
pro-Arian, Epiphanius i s able to formulate h i s l i s t of 
charges a g a i n s t Qrigen i n Panarion 64. Epiphanius 
e f f e c t i v e l y considered Origen to be the d i r e c t cause of 
Arianism; an "Arian before A r i u s " , to use Hanson's turn 
of p h r a s e 4 2 . Dechow claims that i t i s t h i s a t t a c k i n 376 
by Epiphanius, that would e v e n t u a l l y l e a d to the f i r s t 
condemnation of Origen i n 400 i n E g y p t 4 3 . The nature of 
the charges are examined by Dechow i n another seminar 
paper d e l i v e r e d a t the Fourth Origen Conference i n 
Innsbruck i n 1985 and published i n 1 9 8 7 4 4 . Among the 
40. Dechow, 1987(b), p. 407. 
41. Dechow, 1987(b), p. 407. 
42. Hanson, 1987, p. 410. 
43. Dechow, 1987(b), pp. 405-409. 
44. Dechow, 1987(a), pp. 112ff. 
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charges, which we w i l l examine i n g r e a t e r d e t a i l l a t e r , 
Origen i s attacked for h i s subordinationism (charge 1) 
which by now, would be as s o c i a t e d with Arianism. 
But how much t r u t h was there i n the a l l e g a t i o n that 
Origen's d o c t r i n e s were b a s i c a l l y Arian? A comparison of 
h i s d o c t r i n e s with Arian thought must t h e r e f o r e be 
c a r r i e d out. There are, as Hanson* 3 points out, some 
s i m i l a r i t i e s between Origen's vocabulary and ideas, and 
A r i u s ' . F i r s t l y , both used the term epinoia as 
d e s c r i p t i o n s of the "function of the Son/Logos". 
However, they both mean s l i g h t l y d i f f e r e n t t h i n g s ; Arius 
sees them e x i s t i n g , along with the Logos, as t o t a l 
mediating devices to enable humanity to understand the 
d i v i n e , but Origen does d i f f e r e n t i a t e between those that 
belong to the Logos i n His r e l a t i o n to the Father, and 
those t h a t belong to him i n h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p with 
humanity. Secondly, according to Hanson, both A r i u s and 
Origen r e f e r to the Son as i n some way c r e a t e d * 6 . But 
again, Origen's use of t h i s terminology does not mean 
tha t he i s i n agreement with A r i u s , as he d i s t i n g u i s h e d 
between the "making" (poien) of the Son and the 
"formation" (plassien) of everything e l s e , which Arius 
45. Hanson, 1987, p. 412. 
46. Hanson, 1987, p. 411. Hanson s t a t e s t h a t Rufinus 
t r i e s to hide the f a c t , while Jerome t r i e s to make much 
of i t . We have already seen e a r l i e r that the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between the two 
terms (created) and (begotten) may not 
have been as sharply defined i n Origen's time as i t 
became a f t e r the Arian c r i s i s . See Crouzel, 1989, pp. 
174-175. 
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does not. Further, A r i u s sees the Son created a t a 
c e r t a i n point i n time, whereas in Origen, the " c r e a t i n g " i s 
e t e r n a l . I n both Origen and A r i u s , the Son i s 
subordinate to the Father. But there i s a 
fundamental d i f f e r e n c e i n the nature of the 
subordination. As Hanson s t a t e s : 
"Origen of course subordinates the Son to the 
Father, but then so d i d everyone e l s e i n one 
way or another u n t i l Athanasius; and h i s 
subordination i s s t i l l a subordination w i t h i n 
a graded Godhead so t h a t the d i s t i n c t Persons 
share the same n a t u r e . " 4 7 
A r i u s d i f f e r s from t h i s i n considering the Son not 
only subordinate, but of an e s s e n t i a l l y d i f f e r e n t nature 
to the Father. We can see then, that the so c a l l e d 
s i m i l a r i t i e s between Origen's thought and Arius' are not 
as s i m i l a r as they appear a t f i r s t glance. Not only 
t h a t , but Arius and Origen vary considerably on other 
p o i n t s . 
For Arius, there i s no human soul of Jesus, but 
the Logos simply takes i t s p l a c e , whereas Origen has h i s 
d o c t r i n e s of the e t e r n a l generation of the Son, and the 
pre - e x i s t e n c e of a l l human s o u l s , such that, as we have 
seen i n the previous chapter, Jesus has a human s o u l . I t 
would have s u i t e d the Ari a n cause to have no human so u l 
f o r J e s u s , tbeixfpre m a k i n g God s u f f e r on the c r o s s , and 
so argue that Jesus was i n f a c t , not God. The e x i s t e n c e 
of a human soul f o r Jesus gets around the problem, not to 
47. Hanson, 1987, p. 411. 
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mention the more modern o b j e c t i o n t h a t f o r J e s u s to be 
f u l l y human he would have to have a s o u l * 0 . 
Another example i s the way i n which the Son has 
knowledge of the Father. For both Origen and A r i u s , the 
Son's knowledge of the Father i s l i m i t e d i n some way, but 
again, both have a d i f f e r e n t way of expressing 
i t . A r i u s ' d e s c r i p t i o n of the way i n which the Son 
p a r t i c i p a t e s i n the Father i s by appointment (thesei) and 
not by nature (physei), whereas Origen does see the Son's 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the Father as n a t u r a l , and c e r t a i n l y f a r 
above any human or a n g e l i c p a r t i c i p a t i o n * * 9 . 
As a f i n a l and most t e l l i n g example, A r i u s r e j e c t s 
Origen's doct r i n e of the e t e r n a l generation of the Son, 
so t h a t "there was when he (the Son) was not", p u t t i n g 
the Son c l e a r l y i n the category of c r e a t u r e . A r i u s 
chooses i n s t e a d to modify the Nicene p a r t y ' s catchphrase, 
adopted from Origen i n the f i r s t p l a c e, by adding "not" 
(ouk) at the beginning of "en pote hoti ouk en" (there 
was not when He was n o t ) . Indeed, i t was bishop 
Alexander, one of the c e n t r a l f i g u r e s i n the Nicene party 
and the excommunicator of Arius i n the f i r s t p l a c e , who 
had c l e a r l y used Origen's doct r i n e of the e t e r n a l 
generation i n order to a t t a c k A r i u s e a r l y o n s o . 
48. See Hanson, 1987, pp. 411-412. 
49. Hanson, 1987, p. 413. 
50. K e l l y , 1977, p. 225. 
119 
I t i s c l e a r then, that to equate Origen's thought to 
A r i u s ' would be a gross s i m p l i f i c a t i o n of the f a c t s . As 
Hanson s t a t e s : 
" though A r i u s derived some ideas and 
and some vocabulary i n d i r e c t l y from Origen, 
he adopted no l a r g e or s i g n i f i c a n t part of 
Origen's theology, and h i s account of 
the C h r i s t i a n d o c t r i n e of God i s widely, 
perhaps fundamentally, d i f f e r e n t from t h a t 
of Origen. Origen does not account for nor 
ex p l a i n Arianism, though he may have i n d i r e c t l y 
contributed something to i t . " 3 1 
Some of the confusion regarding Origen as a 
pre-Arian Arian may stem from the f a c t that the most 
e n t h u s i a s t i c defender of Origen was indeed Eusebius of 
Ceasarea, who, while not being s t r i c t l y speaking an Arian 
himself, d i d have Arian tendencies, to the extent that he 
wrote a l e t t e r to Alexander of Alexandria defending 
A r i u s S 2 . I n t h i s way the O r i g e n i s t school may w e l l have 
been seen to be a s s o c i a t e d with Arianism by people who 
did not f u l l y understand Origen's thought. 
This r a i s e s an important d i s t i n c t i o n between the 
true, f u l l y fledged Arians who were a c t u a l l y a minority, 
and the majority a l l i e d anti-Nicenes who were r e a l l y 
O r i g e n i s t s , supporting the d o c t r i n e of the three 
hypostases. They had been convinced by the true Arians 
that the term homoousion somehow threatened that p o s i t i o n 
with a form of S a b e l l i a n i s m ; i n f a c t i t did not, and the 
misunderstanding was l a r g e l y due to the d i f f e r e n c e 
51. Hanson, 1987, p. 413. 
52. Hanson, 1987, p. 415. 
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between E a s t e r n and Western metaphysical language 3 3. 
The anti-Nicenes then, were a c t u a l l y a broad group of 
mainly e a s t e r n churchmen who had not been f u l l y s a t i s f i e d 
with the creed of Nicea 325, r a t h e r than f u l l y Arian 3" 3. 
In c o n t r a s t , Athanasius r e f e r s to Origen only twice, 
and then i n a sympathetic and p o l i t e way 3 S, suggesting 
t h a t he d i d not see Origen as p a r t i c u l a r l y pro-Arian. 
Indeed, Athanasius warns a g a i n s t i n t e r p r e t i n g Origen's 
w r i t i n g as dogmatic and makes a point of h i g h l i g h t i n g the 
s p e c u l a t i v e and experimental nature of much of Origen's 
w r i t i n g 3 4 5 . On the same occasion Athanasius shows that he 
f u l l y endorses Origen's d o c t r i n e of the e t e r n a l 
c o - e x i s t e n c e of the Son with the Father, and h i s 
p a r t i c i p a t i o n i n the F a t h e r ' s nature. What i s more, 
Athanasius was quick to make use of the formula "ouk en 
pote hoti ouk en" (there was not a time when He was not) 
as the r a l l y i n g slogan of the Nicene party, having 
a t t r i b u t e d i t to Origen i n the f i r s t p l a c e 3 7 . 
However, there are a l s o d i f f e r e n c e s between 
Athanasius' thought and Origen's. For example, 
Athanasius did not accept any form of subordination of 
53. For example, the L a t i n West t r a n s l a t e d the Greek 
speaking E a s t ' s terms ousia (essence) and hypostasis 
( i n d i v i d u a l i t y ) as substantia ( s u b s t a n c e ) . Frend, 1965, 
p. 125. 
54. K e l l y , 1977, pp. 238-239. 
55. Ep. ad. Serap. 4.9 and De Decxet. 27, quoted by 
Hanson, 1987, p. 412, n. 28. 
56. De Decret. 27, quoted by Hanson, 1987, p. 417 and 
n. 59. 
57. De Princ. I , 2, 9, and more importantly, IV, 4, 1, 
which Athanasius d i r e c t l y r e f e r r e d to. Crouzel, 1989, 
pp. 172 and 187. 
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the Son, he did not make any use of Origen's d o c t r i n e of 
the three hypostases and he d i d not see the importance of 
a t t r i b u t i n g a human soul to Jesus, to name but a f e w s s . 
This shows that no one s i d e i n the dispute adopted 
a l l of Origen's theology, opting i n s t e a d to make use of 
the p a r t s that s u i t e d them best. As Hanson s t a t e s : 
"During the whole course of the Ar i a n 
Controversy, from the moment i t began, 
which I take to be the year 318, to the 
moment i t ended, which I take to be the 
year 381, nobody reproduces Origen's 
theology i n f u l l , not even i n o u t l i n e . " s 9 
Even then, as time passed, the memory and importance 
of Origen's thought d e c l i n e d , such that by the l a t e r 
stages of the dispute, nobody was appealing to any p a r t 
of Origen's theology. Origen was simply not at the 
" f o r e f r o n t of the consciousness of the most i n f l u e n t i a l 
t h e o l o g i a n s " 6 0 . The s o l u t i o n to the Arian c r i s i s was not 
to be found i n the d o c t r i n e s of Origen, and we have 
already seen that n e i t h e r was i t s b i r t h . Hanson sums up 
the r o l e of Origen's thought i n the Arian dispute i n the 
following Worcl.s: 
" we cannot say that Origen e x p l a i n s 
or shapes the Ar i a n Controversy. I t was 
not a s t r u g g l e between two s i d e s of 
Origen's thought. His theology d i d not 
g r e a t l y preoccupy the minds of those who 
took pa r t i n i t . None of the p a r t i c i p a n t s 
wholly adopted h i s theology nor reproduced 
i t as t h e i r main source...[.]...Origen 
contributed i n d i r e c t l y to both s i d e s , i n 
58. See Hanson, 1987, pp. 417-418. 
59. Hanson, 1987, p. 413. 
60. Hanson, 1987, p. 420. 
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f a c t to more than two s i d e s , i n the 
dispute. Neither Arians, however, nor 
pro-Nicenes could j u s t l y claim him as t h e i r 
i n t e l l e c t u a l ancestor. Origen cannot be 
described as the f a t h e r of the Arian 
Controversy nor i t s cause. But i t might be 
s a i d t h a t h i s ghost haunted i t . " 6 ' 1 
I f however Origen's theology was being e f f e c t i v e l y 
forgotten by the end of the Arian dispute, why d i d i t 
then s u f f e r a concerted a t t a c k by d e t r a c t o r s , leading to 
a condemnation i n the year 400? The answer l i e s mainly 
i n the f a c t t h a t the Arian dispute had c r y s t a l i s e d and 
p o l a r i s e d C h r i s t i a n t h e o l o g i c a l thought so much as to 
cause what may be described as a r e t r o s p e c t i v e witch 
hunt. While i t can be seen today that Origen's thought 
did not have that great an impact on the development of 
Arianism, or on the eventual s o l u t i o n , the v i c t o r i o u s 
Nicene party d i d not see i t that way, and i n s t e a d began 
to consider Origen as the u n o f f i c i a l and somewhat 
unwitting precursor of Arianism. I t i s easy to see how 
seventy three or so years of controversy could have 
clouded and coloured the eventual winners' perceptions of 
Origen's thought; they saw h i s d o c t r i n e s through the eyes 
of t h e i r own a n t i - A r i a n z e a l . T h i s , coupled with the 
f a c t that the Arians themselves had t r i e d to c l a i m Origen 
as "the patron of t h e i r p o s i t i o n " 6 2 much more f o r c i b l y 
than the N i c e n e s 6 3 , l e d to the i n e v i t a b l e backlash 
61. Hanson, 1987, p. 420. 
62. Lonergan, 1976, p. 67. 
63. No doubt due to the f a c t t h a t the Arians were i n f a c t 
a minority, and r e l i e d on the support of a broad 
c o a l i t i o n of s m a l l e r groups a l l opposed to the C o u n c i l of 
Nicea's creed ( e s p e c i a l l y homooousion) f o r the measure of 
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a g a i n s t Origen, i n a Nicene attempt to cut o f f any Arian 
tendencies a t the r o o t s 6 * . Previous c r i t i c i s m s of Origen 
were r e s u r r e c t e d , such as EustatHius' and Methodius', and 
a l i s t of charges a g a i n s t Origen were formulated by 
Epiphanius i n h i s Panarion 6 4 s s , w r i t t e n i n 377. 
Epiphanius, who was bishop of Salamis i n Cyprus, 
used both Methodius and E u s t a t h i u s i n formulating h i s 
l i s t of charges against Origen as f o l l o w s 6 6 : 
1) He accused him of Subordinationism. 
2) He took i s s u e with h i s d o c t r i n e of the Pre-
e x i s t e n c e of s o u l s . 
3) He accused him of l o s i n g God's image i n the 
exegesis of Genesis. 
4) He accused him of holding t h a t Adam and Eve were 
i n c o r p o r e a l before Genesis and of being too a l l e g o r i c a l 
i n h i s e x e g e s i s of Genesis as a whole. 
5) He accuses him of having three d i f f e r e n t views on 
the r e s u r r e c t i o n , by supporting, denying, and i n the end 
opting f o r a p a r t i a l r e s u r r e c t i o n i n v o l v i n g the 
r e s u r r e c t i o n of the body, but not t h i s body. 
Taking each charge s e p a r a t e l y i n turn, we have 
alre a d y seen that Origen can be i n t e r p r e t e d as 
s u c c e s s which they enjoyed between the c o u n c i l s of Nicea 
325 and Constantinople 381; most of these a l l i e s were i n 
f a c t g e n e r a l l y O r i g e n i s t . K e l l y , 1977, pp. 237-240. 
64. As we s h a l l see, the reason for the a t t a c k s on Origen 
have more to do with dealing with the f o l l o w e r s of 
Origen, r a t h e r than Origen himself. 
65. Also known as Medicine Chest for All Heresies. 
T r i g g , 1983, 250. 
66. I am indebted to Jon. F. Dechow's e x p o s i t i o n of the 
charges a t Innsbruck. 1987(a), pp. 112ff. 
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s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t , but as I have s t a t e d above, everyone i s 
to some extent s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s t before Athanasius comes 
along. 
The second charge concerned Origen's d o c t r i n e of the 
pre - e x i s t e n c e of the sou l s , which would be condemned as 
an e r r o r i n the s i x t h century, mainly on the grounds that 
i t came d i r e c t l y from Platonism r a t h e r than C h r i s t i a n or 
S c r i p t u r a l sources. Origen was considered to have 
g r a f t e d on Platonism to C h r i s t i a n i t y and to have adopted 
the idea that everything would e v e n t u a l l y r e t u r n to i t s 
o r i g i n a l s t a t e , so negating the e t e r n a l punishment of 
s i n n e r s i n H e l l , and therefore suggesting that the D e v i l 
was not condemned f o r e v e r 6 - 7 . Such a point of view 
ignores s e v e r a l important poin t s . 
F i r s t l y , does Origen simply reproduce Platonism, or 
neo-Platonism u n c r i t i c a l l y ? We have seen i n the previous 
chapter t h a t t h i s would be a s e r i o u s o v e r s i m p l i f i c a t i o n 
of the f a c t s . Origen employs P l a t o n i c language, but he 
does not simply reproduce i t , as what he i s t r y i n g to do 
i s to make C h r i s t i a n i t y acceptable and a t t r a c t i v e to the 
Greek speaking i n t e l l e c t u a l s : i n other words, he i s 
concerned to C h r i s t i a n i s e P l a t o n i s t s , r a t h e r than to 
P l a t o n i s e C h r i s t i a n s . 
Secondly, and more to the point, where does Origen 
get the idea from i f not from Platonism? Gerald Bostock 
provides us with an answer to t h i s question, i n showing 
67. L l o r c a , 1960, p. 254. See a l s o Rowe, 1987, f o r an 
example of the f a c t that t h i s view s t i l l p e r s i s t s . 
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th a t Origen comes to h i s doctrine of pr e - e x i s t e n c e from 
P h i l o and S c r i p t u r e 6 6 . He adopts P h i l o ' s scheme of the 
F a l l , almost i n exact d e t a i l 6 5 1 , even down to the idea 
t h a t people may need to be incarnated more than once i n 
order to pay f o r t h e i r s i n s ' 7 0 . Of course Origen modifies 
P h i l o ' s scheme i n incorporating the I n c a r n a t i o n of 
C h r i s t , e s s e n t i a l l y making i t C h r i s t i a n 7 ' 1 . P h i l o i n 
turn, comes to h i s view, based on Jewish w r i t i n g s and 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s 7 2 , r a t h e r than Platonism, and t h i s i s 
a l s o t rue of Origen, who considers the d o c t r i n e of Jewish 
o r i g i n 7 3 . Indeed, most of the times when Origen argues 
i n favour of the doctrine, he i s using e x i s t i n g Jewish 
s p e c u l a t i v e theology; for example, when using Esau and 
Jacob to demonstrate the p r e - e x i s t e n c e 7 4 , he i s employing 
a Jewish R a b b i n i c a l b e l i e f that Jacob and Esau fought 
even before b i r t h 7 3 . Even h i s b e l i e f t h a t the pre-
e x i s t e n t s o u l s of people and angels were of the same 
68. Bostock, 1987, pp. 259-264. 
69. Compare P h i l o ' s De Somniis, I , 138-140 to De Princ. 
I , 8, 1 f o r example. 
70. Bostock, 1987, p. 262. 
71. See De P r i n c . I l l , 5, 4; IV, 3, 12. Also Comm. i n 
Joh. I I , 24f; X I I I , 43. 
72. For example, 1 Enoch 48:3; 62:7; 2 Enoch 22:5; Ps. 
74:2; Wis. 8:19; 9:15; 15:8. 
73. For example, i n Comm. i n Joh. I I , 31, Origen quotes a 
Jewish apocryphal work The Prayer of Joseph i n order to 
show th a t Jacob p r e - e x i s t e d as an angel. Also, i n Horn, 
in Gen. X I I , 4 and Frag, in Joh. 72 (GCS IV 540, 5-6), 
when d i s c u s s i n g the i n c i d e n t with Jesus and the man born 
b l i n d i n John 9:2, i t i s obvious that he co n s i d e r s pre-
e x i s t e n c e as a Jewish b e l i e f . 
74. De Princ. I I , 9, 7; I I I , 1, 2. 
75. Bostock, 1987, p. 261. 
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order of c r e a t i o n i s based both on P h i l o and B i b l i c a l 
e v i d e n c e - 7 6 . Summing up i n Bostock's words: 
" I n conclusion, Origen does not base h i s 
d o c t r i n e on P l a t o but on P h i l o and on an 
i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of the B i b l e i n s p i r e d by 
Judaism. Given that the B i b l i c a l b a s i s 
and that Jewish foundation of h i s thought, 
i t i s hard to b e l i e v e that the case a g a i n s t 
p r e - e x i s t e n c e can be c l o s e d by the t h e o l o g i c a l 
t i m i d i t y of the s i x t h century." 7" 7 
Charges 3 and 4 concentrate on Origen's a l l e g o r i c a l 
method of exegesis and s t r i c t l y speaking do not concern 
us i n t h i s c h r i s t o l o g i c a l study. S u f f i c e i t to say t h a t 
while Origen does get c a r r i e d away with a l l e g o r y a t 
times, there i s a g r e a t e r s i m i l a r i t y between modern, 
c r i t i c a l B i b l i c a l s c h o l a r s h i p and Origen's method, than 
the more l i t e r a l i s t i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s that p r e v a i l e d u n t i l 
the eighteenth century,,and i n the case of Roman 
C a t h o l i c s , the twentieth century. I n any case, Dechow 
shows t h a t i n f a c t , the examples used by Epiphanius to 
i l l u s t r a t e h i s points are based on a gross over 
s i m p l i f i c a t i o n of what Origen a c t u a l l y s a i d 7 8 . 
The f i f t h charge, concerning the r e s u r r e c t i o n , 
simply repeats and echoes Methodius' e a r l i e r c r i t i c i s m s , 
which have been d e a l t with e a r l i e r i n t h i s chapter. I t 
i s i n t e r e s t i n g but concerning to note that Methodius' 
76. See I Cor. 6:3 (Comm. in Matt. X, 13: XV, 27: X V I I , 
30) and e s p e c i a l l y Lk. 20:36, where Jesus t e l l s the 
Sadducees that people w i l l be l i k e angels i n t h e i r 
r e s u r r e c t e d s t a t e (De Princ. IV, 4, 2; C.Cels.IV, 28 and 
Horn, in Lev. IV, 4 ) . 
77. Bostock, 1987, pp. 262f. 
78. Dechow, 1987(a), pp. 115-117. 
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perception of Origen's thought p r e v a i l s , above and beyond 
Origen's own w r i t i n g s , i n that Epiphanius r e l i e s mostly 
on Methodius' reporting of Origen's words, r a t h e r than 
the a u t h e n t i c Origenian t e x t s . 
"Sometimes the point of a b s u r d i t y has been 
reached where Methodius and h i s s u c c e s s o r s 
are held to be r i g h t i n s p i t e of what Origen 
says, as though Methodius were a b e t t e r witness 
to Origen's thought than the author himself."' 7 3' 
Epiphanius a l s o r e s o r t s to s a r c a s t i c name-calling, 
i n the t r a d i t i o n of E u s t a t h i u s , when he r e f e r s to Origen 
as "would be wise man", "vain worker", "God maddened 
one", " p i t i f u l [man]" and f i n a l l y " u n b e l i e v e r " 3 0 . I t i s 
no wonder then that Crouzel continues t h i s t r a d i t i o n and 
s a r c a s t i c a l l y c a l l s him "pentaglot', i n a r e f e r e n c e to 
h i s l a c k of understanding of Origen's use of language 3" 1 . 
As a f i n a l i n s u l t , a t the very beginning of Panarion 
6 4 B 2 , Epiphanius suggests that Origen had a p o s t a s i s e d 
during the persecution of Decius. T h i s r e p r e s e n t s 
Epiphanius at h i s worst, spreading m a l i c i o u s gossip. 
Henri de Lubac has shown c o n c l u s i v e l y t h a t t h i s could not 
have been the case because of v a r i o u s h i s t o r i c a l 
e v e n t s 3 3 . Origen was buried at the c a t h e d r a l of Tyre, 
which would not have been p o s s i b l e i f he had been an 
apostate. Likewise Crouzel s t a t e s t h a t Jerome, i n h i s 
79. Crouzel, 1989, p. 235. 
80. Dechow, 1987(b), p. 407. 
81. Crouzel, 1989, p. 171. 
82. s s . 1-5 (GCS Epiphanius I I ) , c i t e d by Crouzel, 1989, 
p. 36. 
83. Lubac, 1959, pp. 257-260. 
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Letter 84 to Pammachius and Oceanus04,, w r i t e s : "Let us 
not i m i t a t e the f a u l t s of him whose v i r t u e s we cannot 
copy". I t i s u n l i k e l y t h a t Jerome would have made such a 
c l e a r reference t o Origen's v i r t u e , had he thought him an 
apostate, e s p e c i a l l y as he must have been aware o f the 
h i s f r i e n d Epiphanius' accusation, given t h a t Panarion 
was w r i t t e n twenty-two years before h i s Letter 84. The 
whole idea t h a t Origen apostasised i s r e j e c t e d by a l l 
Origen scholars today, but the calumny nevertheless 
p e r s i s t e d u n t i l r e l a t i v e l y r e c e n t l y . 
Epiphanius' at t a c k d i d not prove successful 
immediately, and i t was the events t h a t f o l l o w e d t h a t l e d 
t o Origen's condemnation i n the year 400 a t a l o c a l 
Egyptian synod. I n 393 Epiphanius began t o muster 
support f o r h i s extreme a n t i - O r i g e n i s t stance by sending 
out a messenger t o various monasteries i n Egypt and the 
Holy land. Jerome, s u r p r i s i n g l y received the emissary 
and abjured Origen, whereas Rufinus d i d not. This l e d t o 
a war o f words between the two, who had u n t i l then been 
f r i e n d s . Rufinus secured the backing o f h i s bishop, John 
of Jerusalem, while Jerome a l l i e d himself w i t h 
E p i p h a n i u s 8 3 . 
Jerome's a c t i o n seemed r a t h e r strange, f o r one who 
had held Origen i n great esteem, but he would l a t e r s t a t e 
t h a t Epiphanius had made him aware of De Principiis and 
84. s. 9: CUFr IV, w r i t t e n i n 399, c i t e d by Crouzel, 
1989, p. 36. 
85. L l o r c a , 1960, pp. 562f; Chadwick, 1967, pp. 184f; 
T r i g g , 1983, p. 252. 
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the "heresies" i t c o n t a i n e d 3 6 . The matter was compounded 
a year l a t e r , when Epiphanius presented himself i n 
Jerusalem and launched a scathing a t t a c k 8 " 7 on Origen f o r 
the b e n e f i t of John of Jerusalem, who then came t o 
Origen's defence. So began the F i r s t O r i g e n i s t 
Controversy, which l a s t e d several years, and due t o 
Jerome's p o p u l a r i t y i n the West, became famous across the 
C h r i s t i a n world. The two sides were e v e n t u a l l y 
r e c o n c i l e d i n 397, under the a r b i t r a t i o n of Bishop 
Theophilus of A l e x a n d r i a 0 8 . 
Nevertheless, t h i s r e c o n c i l i a t i o n d i d not l a s t long. 
Rufinus moved back t o I t a l y and t r a n s l a t e d De Principiis. 
As we have seen e a r l i e r , Rufinus emended the t e x t , making 
i t somewhat u n r e l i a b l e . But what r e a l l y sparked the row 
was t h a t he claimed he was f o l l o w i n g Jerome's example i n 
doing so, also claiming i n h i s preface t h a t Jerome 
continued t o hold Origen i n high r e g a r d 8 9 . A f u r i o u s 
Jerome responded w i t h h i s own t r a n s l a t i o n of De 
Principiis which he claimed was l i t e r a l , but which i n 
t r u t h was as biased against Origen as Rufinus 1 version 
was i n h i s f a v o u r 9 0 . There followed an exchange of 
l e t t e r s and books which kept the controversy going i n the 
86. T r i g g , 1983, p. 252. 
87. He c a l l e d Origen's words " h o s t i l e , worthy of hate and 
repugnant t o God and h i s s a i n t s " . Dechow, 1987(b), p. 
405. 
88. Llorca, 1960, p. 563. 
89. See the Preface of Rufinus, i n Butterworth's 
t r a n s l a t i o n of De Principiis, 1936, pp. x l - x l i . 
90. This has been examined b r i e f l y i n chapter 4 above. 
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West, but d i d not have too much o f a d e t r i m e n t a l e f f e c t 
on Origen's standing there. 
ItW3s back i n the East t h a t what has been r e f e r r e d 
t o as the Second O r i g e n i s t Controversy would determine 
Origen's f a t e . This concerned Theophilus o f Alexandria, 
the mediator i n the o r i g i n a l r e c o n c i l i a t i o n i n 397 s 1 1, and 
St. John Chrysostom, Patriarch o f Constantinople. 
Theophilus angered the monks of the Egyptian Desert w i t h 
a p a s t o r a l l e t t e r , w r i t t e n i n O r i g e n i s t s t y l e , which 
urged them t o forsake t h e i r anthropomorphic b e l i e f s . The 
monks not only refused, but caused considerable 
d i f f i c u l t i e s f o r Theophilus by "descending i n force on 
A l e x a n d r i a " 9 2. I n order t o pacify them 9.nd continue t o enjoy 
t h e i r powerful and important support, Theophilus turned 
on the OrigenistS^ e x p e l l i n g them from Egypt, condemning 
Origen's alleged e r r o r s i n a synod i n 400, and f i n a l l y 
even g e t t i n g the support of Pope Anastasius f o r a formal 
censure of Origen's ideas, e s p e c i a l l y i n terms of t h e i r 
continued s u r v i v a l i n the teaching of Evagrius^ who had 
r e c e n t l y d i e d 9 3 . 
Evagrius' Origenist monks i n Egypt, most notably the 
so c a l l e d T a l l Brothers, were persecuted by Theophilus t o 
such an extent t h a t they took t h e i r complaint t o 
Constantinople, t o Patriarch John Chrysostom and the 
Empress Eudoxia. These agreed t o give them s h e l t e r . 
91. See p. 24 above. 
92. Chadwick, 1967, p. 186. 
93. Chadwick, 1967, p. 186. 
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However, Theophilus continued h i s attack, now t a r g e t i n g 
John d i r e c t l y , i n an attempt t o have him replaced. 
Sadly, John was no p o l i t i c i a n and r a t h e r unwisely 
c r i t i c i z e d Eudoxia's behaviour i n some of h i s sermons. 
This l e d t o h i s d e p o s i t i o n and e x i l e by the Emperor, 
using Theophilus' charge of harbouring O r i g e n i s t h e r e t i c s 
as an excuse 9*. Theophilus had proved v i c t o r i o u s , and 
whil e John Chrysostom would be h a i l e d as a s a i n t not long 
a f t e r h i s death, the whole episode had a d e t r i m e n t a l 
e f f e c t on Origenism. 
The f i n a l chapter i n the condemnation of Origen came 
i n the s i x t h century. O r i g e n i s t and a n t i - O r i g e n i s t monks 
i n Palestine clashed, mainly about the d o c t r i n e of the 
pre-existence, or a t l e a s t t h e i r conception of i t . 
E v entually, the a n t i - O r i g e n i s t s triumphed, gaining the 
favour of the Emperor J u s t i n i a n , who i n 543 published a 
Liber adversus Origenem (Book against Origen), also known 
as the Letter to Menas, and a s e t of nine anathemata 
against O r i g e n 9 3 . The O r i g e n i s t monks themselves then 
began arguing w i t h themselves about the pre-existence and 
the T r i n i t y , leading t o a s p l i t between the extreme 
I s o c h r i s t e s and the moderate T e t r a d i t e s (as the 
I s o c h r i s t e s had l a b e l l e d them). This f i n a l l y l e d t o the 
f i f t e e n anathemata against Origen at the Second Council 
of Constantinople (the F i f t h Ecumenical Council) i n 
94. For a f u l l e r account see Chadwick, 1967, pp. 184-191. 
95. PG 86/1, c o l . 943-994, c i t e d by Crouzel, 1989, pp. 
177f. 
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553s"3. I n t r u t h , i t was not so much Origen himself t h a t 
was being attacked, but Origen's f o l l o w e r s , whose 
theology bore very l i t t l e resemblance t o the 
Alexandrian's o r i g i n a l thought. 
The relevance of these l a t e r O r i g e n i s t controversies 
t o the aim of t h i s study are l i m i t e d , i n t h a t they do not 
deal d i r e c t l y w i t h Origen's C h r i s t o l o g y , but are more 
centred on p o l i t i c s and the dubious developments of some 
of Origen's thought. Chri s t o l o g y i t s e l f moved away from 
Origen's ideas because of the r e s u l t s of the Arian 
c r i s i s . Once Christ's d i v i n i t y was assured, the next 
question concerned how the d i v i n e and human natures were 
r e l a t e d , and so the problems w i t h Nestorianism were 
i n i t i a t e d . I t i s f a i r l y c l e a r then t h a t Origen's 
c h r i s t o l o g y had no r e a l p a r t i n the l a t e r c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
c r i s e s , i n t h a t no one used O r i g e n i s t ideas t o develop 
t h e i r own p o s i t i o n s . So i t i s w i t h the compromise of the 
Council of Chalcedon t h a t c h r i s t o l o g i c a l debate i s 
f i n a l i s e d , a t l e a s t i n i t s high v a r i e t y 9 " 7 . I t would not 
be u n t i l the advent of modern B i b l i c a l scholarship and 
the Quest f o r the H i s t o r i c a l Jesus t h a t the 
c h r i s t o l o g i c a l views of the e a r l y church would be 
re-examined i n d e t a i l . 
I n examining Origen's i n f l u e n c e on ancient 
c h r i s t o l o g y , we have seen p r e v i o u s l y how h i s most 
96. See note 17 above. 
97. I n essence, the Chalcedonian d e f i n i t i o n of the nature 
of Jesus i s t h a t he was f u l l y man and F u l l y God. 
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enduring c o n t r i b u t i o n i s h i s d o c t r i n e of the e t e r n a l 
generation of the Son, which s t i l l survives today i n the 
Creed. But of h i s more c o n t r o v e r s i a l d o c t r i n e s , the most 
celebrated are the pre-existence of the souls i n c l u d i n g 
Jesus', and h i s degree of subordinationism. A l l these 
together have an important bearing on the Arian dispute. 
But contrary t o popular perception, he i s not the r e a l 
" f a t h e r of Arianism" as scholars u n t i l f a i r l y r e c e n t l y 
suggested, but t h a t h i s c h r i s t o l o g i c a l views, seen i n the 
context of h i s own l i f e - t i m e and method, appear t o be 
generally orthodox. Indeed i t was the Arian dispute 
i t s e l f t h a t s u f f i c i e n t l y delineated the boundaries f o r 
a l l l a t e r c h r i s t o l o g y , and w i t h which Origen i s 
subsequently judged. 
We have also seen t h a t most of the misconceptions 
about Origen's thought were founded on the f a i l u r e by 
l a t e r d e t r a c t o r s to untjer^tand h i s use of p h i l o s o p h i c a l 
language and t o take i n t o account h i s h i s t o r i c a l 
s i t u a t i o n and h i s teaching method. They d i d not 
understand the schemes of philosophy which Origen 
employed and t h e i r concerns were very d i f f e r e n t from h i s , 
e s p e c i a l l y i n terms of the heresies which they had 
t o contend w i t h . 
Further we must note w i t h r e g r e t the degree of 
w i l f u l neglect at best, and sheer maliciousness at worst, 
of most of Origen's d e t r a c t o r s , manifested i n the way i n 
which they c o n t r i v e t o get Origen condemned. Whether by 
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accident or on purpose, most o f them were prone t o be 
r a t h e r economical w i t h the t r u t h , a t times exaggerating 
c e r t a i n passages, while conveniently i g n o r i n g others. 
F i n a l l y , we have begun t o see how modern scholarship 
i s beginning t o c l e a r Origen's name, showing c l e a r l y the 
extent of the u n f a i r treatment which has been meted out 
t o him i n the past. As Crouzel s t a t e s : 
"To accuse a theologian o f heresy subsequent 
t o himself, r e l y i n g on expressions t h a t w i l l 
only subsequently take on the sense i n 
question, without having made the e f f o r t t o 
gather together a l l t h a t he s a i d on the subject 
t o whether t h a t i s r e a l l y h i s opinion, when he 
could not have had h i s a t t e n t i o n drawn, as ours 
has been, to the danger o f t h a t k i n d of 
form u l a t i o n , i s c l e a r l y a major b e t r a y a l of 
h i s t o r y by a h i s t o r i a n : even i f the ancients 
had some excuse f o r t h i s , we cannot leave the 
matter t o t h e i r judgement." 9 8 
Having looked at Origen's ancient c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
legacy, we s h a l l now move on t o examine how relevant and 
i n f l u e n t i a l h i s c h r i s t o l o g y i s today. 
98. Crouzel, 1989, p. 172. 
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CHAPTER FIVE. 
ORIGEM'S MODERN CHRISTOLOGICAL LEGACY 
In attempting t o deal w i t h Origen's modern 
c h r i s t o l o g i c a l legacy, a d i s t i n c t i o n must be made between 
modern Origen scholars' attempts t o c l e a r Origen's name, 
and the i n f l u e n c e and usefulness of Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y 
today. The f i r s t concerns studying the p a t r i s t i c p e r i o d 
w i t h the b e n e f i t of modern research methods and we have 
already seen how t h i s i s coming about i n the course of 
t h i s study. This w i l l be examined f i r s t below. 
The second however, deals w i t h a s c e r t a i n i n g the 
importance of Origen i n today's c h r i s t o l o g i c a l theology. 
This w i l l form the l a t e r p a r t of t h i s chapter, i n which 
i t i s hoped t o show t h a t Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y i s s t i l l 
r e l e v a n t today. 
We w i l l s t a r t then, by considering the s t a t e of 
contemporary Origen scholarship w i t h reference t o h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y . 
Before we can begin t o do t h i s however, we w i l l need 
t o carry out a b r i e f review of how Origen's legacy has 
come down t o us over the ages, so t h a t we can determine 
the reasons f o r the recent renewed i n t e r e s t i n h i s 
theology and e s p e c i a l l y h i s c h r i s t o l o g y . For t h i s review 
I am indebted t o Trigg's account i n the f i n a l chapter of 
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h i s book Origen, The Bible and Philosophy in the 
Third-century Church^ . 
Over the ages, Origen's legacy has manifested i t s e l f 
i n r egular, but r e l a t i v e l y small o u t b u r s t s . We have seen 
t h a t by the end of the f o u r t h century, and c e r t a i n l y by 
the time of the Council of Chalcedon i n 451, Origen's 
thought had ceased t o have much d i r e c t i n f l u e n c e . 
However, h i s legacy continued both i n the East and i n the 
West, but i n a d i f f e r e n t way f o r each. 
I n the West, as T r i g g s t a t e s "he was read and 
respected but somewhat suspect" 2. Among Adherents t o 
Origen's ideas were Pelagius, whose regard f o r h i s 
Commentary on Romans was w e l l known, but who himself was 
embroiled i n controversy when a t t a c k i n g Augustine. Later 
on, John Scotus Erigena (c. 810-c. 877), an I r i s h 
theologian, produced a systematic theology i n s p i r e d by De 
Principiis. Again, l a t e r on, Bernard of Clairvaux (1090-
1153) made use of Origen t o produce h i s Sermons on the 
Song of Songs, and W i l l i a m of St T h i e r r y (c. 1085-1148), 
a close f r i e n d of Bernard of Clairvaux, held Origen i n 
high regard and used h i s ideas i n h i s w r i t i n g s on the 
nature of humanity and the l i n k between knowledge and 
love. But while monastic theologians had some use f o r 
Origen, the l a t e r s c h o l a s t i c s ' i n t e r e s t i n Origen 
1. T r i g g , 1983, pp. 244-258. 
2. T r i g g , 1983, p. 254. 
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amounted only t o arguments about the p o s s i b i l i t y o f h i s 
s a l v a t i o n 3 . 
I t i s not u n t i l the Renaissance t h a t i n t e r e s t i n 
Origen's thought re-surfaced, w i t h the help of John 
Cardinal Bessarion (1403-1472), himself o r i g i n a l l y from 
the East and escaping the Turkish invaders, and 
C r i s t o f o r o Persona (c. 1416-1485), the Vatican L i b r a r y 
c u r a t o r , who t r a n s l a t e d Contra Celsum i n t o L a t i n 4 . Soon 
afterwards f u r t h e r a t t e n t i o n was drawn t o Origen's 
thought when John Pico d e l l a Mirandola (1463-1494) 
suggested t h a t i t was f a r more l i k e l y t o be the case 
t h a t Origen was saved, than t h a t he was damned. This 
statement r e s u l t e d i n a Papal r e a c t i o n which condemned 
Pico on the grounds t h a t a Council had already sealed 
Origen's f a t e . 
But i n t e r e s t i n Origen d i d not end there. The famous 
Erasmus (1469-1536) held Origen i n high regard and not 
only made use of h i s ideas on f r e e w i l l , but was also 
responsible f o r t r a n s l a t i n g and compiling many of 
Origen's works. His a t t a c k on Martin Luther using Origen 
r e s u l t e d i n Luther s t a t i n g r a t h e r harshly and s t u p i d l y 
t h a t " i n a l l of Origen there i s not a s i n g l e word about 
C h r i s t " 3 . This i s because Origen's ideas on grace and 
human e f f o r t i n s a l v a t i o n clashed hopelessly w i t h h i s . 
3. T r i g g , 1983, p. 254. 
4. T r i g g , 1983, p. 254. See also K e l l y ' s 1975 book on 
Jerome f o r a f u l l account of these events. 
5. Quoted i n T r i g g , 1983, p. 256. 
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But other reformers,sucfiss U l r i c h Z w i n g l i (1484-1531 ) 
valued Origen's thought despite t h i s clash. 
I n t e r e s t i n Origen was maintained a f t e r the 
Renaissance by various scholars, who would be responsible 
f o r perpetuating h i s thought u n t i l the nineteenth 
century. P i e r r e Daniel Huet (1630-1721), bishop of 
Avranches, published a c o m p i l a t i o n of Origen's e x e g e t i c a l 
works, together w i t h an Origeniana, which T r i g g describes 
as "a thorough and sympathetic examination of Origen's 
l i f e , d o c t r i n e , and works" 6. Next came Charles Delarue 
(1685-1739) who produced a magnificent c r i t i c a l e d i t i o n 
of Origen's work i n 1733. 
By the nineteenth century, i n t e r e s t i n Origen had 
once again resurfaced, t h i s time i n p r o t e s t a n t c i r c l e s i n 
Germany due, mainly, t o the r e l a x a t i o n of dogmatic 
considerations i n the study of Church h i s t o r y . 
E s s e n t i a l l y , w i t h the advent of c r i t i c a l b i b l i c a l 
scholarship, and the dec l i n e of c o n s t r a i n i n g Roman 
Catholic dogmatic i n f l u e n c e , s i m i l a r c r i t i c a l techniques 
could now be applied t o the study of Church h i s t o r y i n 
r e l a t i v e freedom. The most celebrated of these Church 
h i s t o r i a n s was undoubtedly Adolf Harnack (1851-1930) who, 
while not being very sympathetic towards Origen's 
thought, d i d however acknowledge him as one of the most 
important c o n t r i b u t o r s ever t o the development of 
C h r i s t i a n thought. 
6. T r i g g , 1983, p. 256. 
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We come then t o the t w e n t i e t h century, where there 
has been a v e r i t a b l e explosion of i n t e r e s t i n Origen, 
e s p e c i a l l y among Roman Catholi c scholars, now free d of 
t h e i r t r a d i t i o n a l dogmatic c o n s t r a i n t s as a r e s u l t of the 
gradual l i b e r a l i s a t i o n o f the Catholic Church. Such 
important scholars as K a r l Rahner, Hans Urs von 
Balthasar, Jean Danie'lou and Henri de Lubac, have a l l 
c o n t r i b u t e d t o t h i s explosion of i n t e r e s t , and we f i n d 
t h a t p r e s e n t l y , as we head f o r the t w e n t y - f i r s t century, 
C a t h o l i c Origen scholars such as Henri Crouzel and Joseph 
T r i g g are at the f o r e f r o n t of Origen s t u d i e s . 
I n the East Origen f a i r e d r a t h e r worse, i n t h a t , as 
we have seen, J u s t i n i a n ' s att a c k on him i n the s i x t h 
century l e d t o h i s condemnation at the Second Council of 
Constantinople i n 553 7. This l e d t o the loss o f many of 
h i s works, as they had not been t r a n s l a t e d from the Greek 
i n t o L a t i n , and t h e r e f o r e d i d not survive i n t o the 
Western Church. T r i g g , however, states t h a t due t o the 
advance of the Muslim Turks i n t o the Eastern Empire, 
Origen's Contra Celsum became a major source of C h r i s t i a n 
defence against them 3. Origen's ideas d i d s u r v i v e , 
mostly i n the a s e e t i c monastic movements o f the East, 
e s p e c i a l l y since the Cappadocian Fathers, who held Origen 
i n high regard, remained extremely popular i n Eastern 
Orthodoxy. 
7. See previous chapter above. 
8. Tri g g , 1983, p. 255. 
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I n recent times, when there has been much more o f a 
mood of ecumenism w i t h i n C h r i s t i a n i t y as a whole, the 
study of Origen's thought has not only become popular, 
but has generally been undertaken by scholars both i n the 
East and i n the West, Orthodox, Cath o l i c and Protestant 
a l i k e . Conferences and c o l l o q u i e s have been organised®, 
b r i n g i n g together the most eminent Origen scholars from 
around the world and p u b l i s h i n g papers d e l i v e r e d there by 
them. Origen studies have never been as popular as they 
are a t present. 
Why t h i s should be the case has a l o t t o do w i t h the 
cur r e n t climate i n theology i n general. Over the past 
hundred years or so, and a t l e a s t over the past f o r t y , 
the World as a whole has become a smaller place, thanks 
t o the advances i n t r a n s p o r t technology and a v a i l a b i l i t y . 
This has l e d t o a meeting of diverse c u l t u r e s and more 
imp o r t a n t l y b e l i e f systems, such t h a t i t has become 
impossible f o r i n d i v i d u a l r e l i g i o n s t o claim the monopoly 
on r e l i g i o u s t r u t h . Scholars l i k e Rudolf Otto have 
introduced elements of the world r e l i g i o n s i n t o 
C h r i s t i a n i t y 1 0 , and C h r i s t i a n i t y has had t o modify i t s 
stance on other r e l i g i o n s from an a t t i t u d e of d i s m i s s a l , 
9. For example the Origen conferences which are held 
every four years, the f i r s t of which was held i n 
September 1973 at Monserrat i n Spain and the Origen 
colloquy held at the U n i v e r s i t y of Notre Dame, Indiana on 
A p r i l 11-13, 1986. As w e l l as these, there are frequent 
c o n t r i b u t i o n s on Origen a t the Oxford p a t r i s t i c 
conferences held every f o u r years. 
10. Otto himself t r a v e l l e d widely and bought back t o h i s 
work many ideas from the world r e l i g i o n s , e s p e c i a l l y from 
the East. 
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t o one of a more accommodating and t o l e r a n t nature. Even 
the Roman Ca t h o l i c Church, w i t h i t s world-wide network of 
members has had t o adapt t o l o c a l customs and b e l i e f s i n 
f i n d i n g i t s niche i n many c o u n t r i e s 1 1 . Consequently many 
theologies have a r i s e n which have attempted t o 
incorporate elements of a l l f a i t h s . I t has also l e d t o 
the c r e a t i o n , and r i s e i n p o p u l a r i t y , of some r a t h e r 
suspect r e l i g i o u s sects such as, f o r example, the 
Moonies. This, i n t u r n , has prompted C h r i s t i a n s t o t r y 
t o re-discover the roots of t h e i r own b e l i e f s and has l e d 
t o a r e - a p p r a i s a l of a number of ancient w r i t e r s , among 
them Origen. 
As a r e s u l t then, of a changing world view, and 
greater r e l i g i o u s freedom. People are no longer burnt 
f o r t h e i r h e r e t i c a l views, and indeed i t i s possible t o 
w r i t e a book suggesting t h a t Origen was saved without 
being condemned by the Papacy, as Pico was a l l those 
years ago. I t has then become possible f o r scholars t o 
examine the d o c t r i n e s of those ancient w r i t e r s who have, 
over the years, been condemned f o r t h e i r thoughts, and 
o b j e c t i v e l y judge them on t h e i r m e r i t s . Scholars have 
concerned themselves w i t h c l e a r i n g the names of important 
11. See The Second Vatican Council's Lumen Gentium (The 
Dogmatic Constitution on the Church) 1965, I I , 16, f o r 
example. Indeed, the Council took the issue so s e r i o u s l y 
t h a t i t devoted a separate and complete document e n t i t l e d 
the Declaration on the Relation of the Church to 
Non-Christian Religions (1966). Further t o t h i s , Origen 
i s appealed t o even i n the new Catechism of The Catholic 
Church, Geoffrey Chapman, London 1994, (see p. 647 f o r a 
summary of nine references t o h i s work). 
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ancient w r i t e r s such as Origen, or a t l e a s t 
r e - d i s c o v e r i n g from them u s e f u l ideas and concepts which 
had long ago been f o r g o t t e n and condemned without so much 
as a second thought. 
But what has modern P a t r i s t i c scholarship revealed 
about Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y i n p a r t i c u l a r ? Scholarship 
continues t o f a l l i n t o two broad camps. Those who see h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y as a product of h i s P l a t o n i c background and 
p a r t of a systematic approach, and hence d e f i c i e n t f o r 
not being s t r i c t l y speaking f u l l y C h r i s t i a n , and those 
who see h i s c h r i s t o l o g y as one of a number of C h r i s t i a n 
ideas emerging as a r e s u l t of h i s method of doing a 
research theology and hence defend Origen against the 
t r a d i t i o n a l a ttacks of h i s d e t r a c t o r s . Hence we have 
again, as i n the past, h i s d e t r a c t o r s on the one side, 
and h i s adherents on the other. This time however, both 
camps agree t h a t Origen's c o n t r i b u t i o n t o the development 
of C h r i s t i a n theology has been immense and i s worthy of 
f u r t h e r study; we do not have the a c i d i t y of the b a t t l e 
of w i t s between Jerome and Rufinus, f o r example. I t 
would probably be b e t t e r t o t a l k about those who consider 
Origen t o be wrong i n places, as opposed t o those who 
consider Origen t o have been r i g h t , as long as you don't 
take him out of the context of h i s own h i s t o r i c a l and 
t h e o l o g i c a l s e t t i n g . 
I n the former category we can consider J. N i g e l 
Rowe's book, Origen's Doctrine of Subordination: A Study 
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in Origen 's Christology''2 which we have examined already 
i n chapter 3. Rowe1s main contention^ t h a t a confused 
c h r i s t o l o g y emerges from Origen's w r i t i n g s , i s based 
mainly on the as s e r t i o n t h a t Origen's scheme ( h i s 
apocatastasis) i s based too c l o s e l y on the P l a t o n i c 
scheme, where everything i n h i s t o r y w i l l e v e n t u a l l y 
r e t u r n t o i t s o r i g i n a l l y p e r f e c t s t a t e . This a s s e r t i o n 
i s most l i k e l y derived from the work of the e a r l i e r 
Danish scholar Hal Koch. However, even i n the F i f t i e s 
Danie'lou was able t o r a i s e serious o b j e c t i o n s t o t h i s 
p o i n t o f v i e w 1 3 . Crouzel responds by using Alcain's 
work, o u t l i n e d below, t o show t h a t w hile there are some 
s i m i l a r i t i e s between the Platonic system and Origen's 
scheme, once the redemption has taken place, the redeemed 
souls r e t a i n t h e i r freedom of w i l l , and the end r e s u l t i s 
not a forgone c o n c l u s i o n 1 4 . Rowe appears t o be doing 
what Crouzel would describe as imposing a "systematic" 
scheme upon Origen which he never intended. Lyons' 
comments aimed at Origen's ancient d e t r a c t o r s such as 
Jerome sum up the present c r i t i c i s m of Rowe thus: 
"Witnesses h o s t i l e t o Origen i n t e r p r e t e d 
t h i s p r i n c i p l e t o mean an apocatastasis 
or r e s t o r a t i o n of a l l moral agents t o God. 
But Origen also stressed the p r i n c i p l e t h a t 
a l l moral agents remain p e r p e t u a l l y f r e e . " 1 3 
12. Rowe, 1987. 
13. See Danielou on the Redemption, 1955, pp. 269-270. 
14. Crouzel, 1989, p. 195. Also h i s s e c t i o n on the 
apocatastasis, pp. 257-266. 
15. Lyons, 1982, p. 75. Lyons goes on t o c i t e the 
f o l l o w i n g t e x t s t o demonstrate t h i s f a c t : De Pri n c . I , 
Pref, 5; I I , 1, 2; I I , 3, 3; I I , 1, 6. This i s the 
reason why Origen can r e p l y successfully t o the c r i t i c i s m 
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I would add that Rowe f a i l s to take i n t o account the 
h i s t o r i c a l s e t t i n g and teaching s i t u a t i o n that Origen was 
i n , as was s t a t e d i n chapter 3, above""5, and ends up 
a t t r i b u t i n g to Wim seemingly contradictory statements. 
But Rowe i s not the only one to see a "system" i n 
Origen's thought, and Joseph T r i g g seem to be the main 
exponent of t h i s point of view, as we have already seen. 
What i s c u r i o u s to note i s that T r i g g i s f a r more 
sympathetic to Origen's cause, which, while he w i l l 
c r i t i c i s e , he n e v e r t h e l e s s s t i l l admires. That much i s 
c l e a r from h i s work. 
However, i n the latter category, we must consider the 
v a s t majority of r e c e n t work, such as Jose-Antonio 
A l c a i n ' s Cautivero y RedenciSn del hombre en Orlgenes'*7, 
where Origen's view on the Redemption i s explained by 
reference to f i v e dominant schemes, r e s p e c t i v e l y e n t i t l e d 
the mercantile, the m i l i t a r y , the j u r i d i c a l , the r i t u a l 
and the m y s t i c a l . Each scheme must be considered i n 
conjunction with the other four, as they complement each 
other. They are a l s o derived from S c r i p t u r e , and 
demonstrate, when properly considered, that Origen 
considers C h r i s t ' s humanity very s e r i o u s l y indeed, and 
that t h e r e f o r e the I n c a r n a t i o n i s seen by him as a 
h i s t o r i c a l f a c t . I t a l s o demonstrates that C h r i s t ' s 
t h a t even the D e v i l w i l l be saved; i t i s not the same to 
say that someone can be saved and that someone will be 
saved. 
16. Chapter 3, p. 89. 
17. A l c a i n , 1973. 
145 
death and R e s u r r e c t i o n are a l s o seen as h i s t o r i c a l events 
i n Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y 1 s , and although he tends to 
i n t e r p r e t them sacramentally, or metaphorically, they 
remain the b a s i s for b a s i c C h r i s t i a n b e l i e f . 
Another example of recent s c h o l a r s h i p backing up 
t h i s point of view i s Geradus R e i j n e r s ' book, Das Wort 
von Kreuz: Kreuzes- und Erltisungssymbolik bei Origenes^^1, 
which, according to Crouzel's review i n h i s 
b i b l i o g r a p h i c a l a r t i c l e i n Theological Studies, c l e a r s 
Origen of the t r a d i t i o n a l charge of downplaying the 
C r u c i f i x i o n . 
The opposite view i s held by C o l i n Gunton 2 0. He 
co n s i d e r s t h a t Origen could be g u i l t y of degrading the 
importance of the C r u c i f i x i o n and R e s u r r e c t i o n , i n seeing 
them as only the s t a r t of a C h r i s t i a n b e l i e v e r ' s f a i t h 
journey. T h i s s t a r t r epresents the lowest form of f a i t h , 
and the journey must then proceed beyond the s t r i c t l y 
temporal, e a r t h l y and h i s t o r i c a l perception of the death 
and R e s u r r e c t i o n , to the m y s t i c a l , metaphysical and 
s p i r i t u a l i n t e r p r e t a t i o n of i t s higher meaning. I n other 
words, he co n s i d e r s the sacramental value of Pa s s i o n and 
R e s u r r e c t i o n as more important than the h i s t o r i c a l 
events. However, t h i s does not mean that he denies them 
18. Crouzel, 1988, p. 509; Crouzel, 1989, pp. 194-197. 
19. Published by Btihlau, Cologne- Vienna, 1983, and 
reviewed i n Crouzel, 1988, p. 509. R e i j n e r s ' book i s not 
a v a i l a b l e to and i n any case, has yet to be t r a n s l a t e d 
i n t o E n g l i s h . 
20. See Gunton, 1983, pp. 38-39. 
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as e i t h e r a sound b a s i s f o r b e l i e f , or, more importantly, 
an h i s t o r i c a l event. As Danielou c l e v e r l y p o i nts out: 
" he does not dwell for long on the 
h i s t o r i c a l aspect of C h r i s t , because he i s 
i n a hurry to examine i t s s p i r i t u a l 
s i g n i f i c a n c e . " 2 1 . 
T his i s not a t a l l s u r p r i s i n g , given Origen's 
a s c e t i c way of l i f e . I n any case, Gunton produces scant 
evidence to j u s t i f y t h i s point of view. We s h a l l r e t u r n 
to h i s a n a l y s i s l a t e r . 
Probably the most comprehensive attempt to c l e a r 
Origen's name has come from Henri Crouzel. His general 
book on Origen not only o f f e r s a coherent explanation 
of why Origen's theology i s as i t i s , but i t a l s o allows 
many i n s i g h t s i n t o h i s c h r i s t o l o g y , e s p e c i a l l y where i t 
has been c r i t i c i z e d i n the past. I t has c e r t a i n l y been 
in v a l u a b l e i n the production of t h i s t h e s i s and has been 
r e f e r r e d to throughout. Crouzel i s probably the best of 
a r e l a t i v e l y l a r g e number of French s c h o l a r s who have 
s p e c i a l i s e d i n Origen i n the course of t h i s century. He 
makes no apologies f o r defending Origen and comes c l o s e , 
I b e l i e v e , to r e - e s t a b l i s h i n g Origen's orthodoxy. 
He i s not alone i n attempting t h i s task. For 
example, only r e c e n t l y i n 1991, T a k i s Tjamalikos, a Greek 
sc h o l a r , submitted a Doctoral t h e s i s i n Glasgow e n t i t l e d 
The Concept of Time in Origen, which has now been 
21. See DaniHou, 1955, p. 264. 
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p u b l i s h e d 3 2 , but which has unfortunately not been 
a v a i l a b l e to me. The c e n t r a l argument of t h i s t h e s i s 
was an attempt to exonerate Origen completely from the 
charges l e v e l l e d a t h i m 3 3 . 
Even i n t h i s b r i e f and incomplete review of the 
s t a t e of modern Origen s c h o l a r s h i p , we can begin to see 
t h a t there are few out and out d e t r a c t o r s of O r i g e n 1 s 
c h r i s t o l o g y . C e r t a i n l y , some are more sympathetic than 
others to h i s cause, but most accept t h a t Origen's 
thought contains a great deal of good. I t i s how, and to 
what extent^ they q u a l i f y that which i s i n debate. I n 
s h o r t , the two main opponents i n what Crouzel c a l l s the 
"controversy between us and the supporters of a "system' 
i n O r i g e n " 2 4 , himself and Trigg, would c e r t a i n l y agree on 
the importance and greatness of Origen o v e r a l l . T r i g g 
ends h i s book on Origen with a p l e a f o r a g r e a t e r 
a p p r e c i a t i o n of Origen's work 2 3, and there i s no doubt 
th a t Crouzel would agree with that, even i f he does doubt 
the q u a l i t y and value of Trigg's work 2 6. I t appears, 
then, that Origen's thought, and i n p a r t i c u l a r , Origen's 
c h r i s t o l o g y , i s f i n a l l y r e c e i v i n g the f a i r hearing which 
i t deserves. 
22. 1991, Peter Bern, Switzerland. (As i t i s not 
a v a i l a b l e to me I have rtot i n c l u d e d i t i n my f i n a l 
b i b l i o g r a p h y ) . 
23. T h i s , i n the opinion of Dr. Dragas from Durham 
U n i v e r s i t y , Tjalamikos has s u c c e s s f u l l y managed. 
24. Crouzel, 1989, p. 266. 
25. T r i g g , 1983, p. 258. 
26. Crouzel, 1988, p. 505. 
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We s h a l l now move on to Origen's legacy w i t h i n 
modern c h r i s t o l o g y , r a t h e r than modern P a t r i s t i c 
s c h o l a r s h i p . I n order to do t h i s , i t w i l l be necessary 
to i d e n t i f y the d i f f e r e n c e between ancient and modern 
c h r i s t o l o g i e s , i n order to be able to place Origen 
w i t h i n some s o r t of framework, and t h i s i s what I w i l l 
now proceed to do. 
The c e n t r a l c h a r a c t e r i s t i c of most ancie n t 
c h r i s t o l o g i e s , excepting some h e r e t i c a l ones such as 
Ebionism 2 - 7, was t h e i r high s t a r t i n g point. T h i s means 
tha t they began with an i d e a of the d i v i n e , and then 
moved to the human; a kind of movement from the heavenly 
down to the e a r t h l y . T h i s idea was based on both 
S c r i p t u r a l and p h i l o s o p h i c a l evidence. 
I t began with the e a r l i e s t r e a l i s a t i o n of who Jesus 
was, and i n the c h r i s t o l o g i c a l t i t l e s a p p l i e d to Him i n 
the Gospels and the New Testament. T h i s , coupled with a 
C h r i s t i a n reading of the Old Testament then gave r i s e to 
the b e l i e f , from very e a r l y on, that Jesus was somehow 
God. Ancient t h i n k e r s then t r i e d to e x p l a i n how i t was 
p o s s i b l e that the d i v i n e could become human, and i t was 
the Greek p h i l o s o p h i c a l framework and language t h a t would 
be employed f o r t h i s purpose, c o n c r e t e l y the term Logos. 
T h i s was not a l t o g e t h e r s u r p r i s i n g s i n c e the m a j o r i t y of 
converts to C h r i s t i a n i t y came from a H e l l e n i s t i c 
27. The E b i o n i t e s were s t r i c t monotheists i n the Jewish 
t r a d i t i o n , and t h e r e f o r e saw Jesus as the most p e r f e c t 
human, the u l t i m a t e man, but d e f i n i t e l y not God. 
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background, or were at l e a s t h e a v i l y i n f l u e n c e d by i t 2 s . 
These c h r i s t o l o g i e s are commonly r e f e r r e d to as 
"high" or "descending" or "from above". I n them 
th e r e f o r e , the I n c a r n a t i o n becomes the focus of what must 
be explained, while a l l other events such as the 
preaching, the s u f f e r i n g , death and r e s u r r e c t i o n are 
merely proof of the I n c a r n a t i o n . The important thing i s 
t h a t God has come down to humanity i n order to save i t ; 
e v e r y t h i n g e l s e i s secondary. These c h r i s t o l o g i e s begin 
with an image of God, then t r a n s f e r the d i v i n e a t t r i b u t e s 
to J esus and hence e x p l a i n h i s m i r a c l e s and a u t h o r i t a t i v e 
preaching. The Jesus of these high c h r i s t o l o g i e s knows 
what w i l l happen next and has f u l l knowledge of h i s own 
t r u e i d e n t i t y - He i s the ultimate magician because He i s 
f i r s t and foremost God. 
The problem with such c h r i s t o l o g i e s i s t h a t they 
concentrate on the d i v i n i t y of Jesus while downplaying, 
or even completely overshadowing^ h i s humanity; i n short, 
they have a tendency towards Docetism. Also, i n 
beginning with an idea about what God i s l i k e , they s t a r t 
with assumptions about the a t t r i b u t e s of God, and then 
apply those assumptions to Jesus. I n s h o r t , the say " i f 
God i s l i k e t h i s , then Jesus must a l s o be l i k e t h i s " ; the 
problem i s that no-one has ever seen God, hence these 
28. Some have even suggested that Jesus h i m s e l f spoke 
Greek. T h i s i s highly debatable, but what i s beyond 
doubt i s that i n f l u e n c e of H e l l e n i s t i c c u l t u r e and 
language s t r e t c h e d even to such a c l o s e d community as 
Jewish nation. 
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c h r i s t o l o g i e s are based on what i s , i n the f i n a l 
a n a l y s i s , simply a guess about what God i s r e a l l y l i k e . 
Modern c h r i s t o l o g i e s , however, s t a r t with the 
h i s t o r i c a l J esus and then work up to a p i c t u r e of God 
based upon t h e i r d i s c o v e r i e s of what Jesus was l i k e . 
These c h r i s t o l o g i e s are often c a l l e d "low", "ascending" 
or "from below". They arose because of the advent of 
modern B i b l i c a l s c h o l a r s h i p , and because of the gradual 
r e a l i s a t i o n t h at the language of the Chalcedonian 
compromise d e f i n i t i o n had became dated i n the l i g h t of 
that B i b l i c a l s c h o l a r s h i p and language. Thus began the 
famous "quest f o r the h i s t o r i c a l J e s u s " 2 9 . 
I n the eighteenth century, Herman S. Reimarus (d. 
1798) was the f i r s t to suggest that the Gospels d i d not 
present a l u c i d and h i s t o r i c a l account of the l i f e of 
Jesus, and t h a t the h i s t o r i c a l Jesus had been hidden amid 
l a y e r s of s u p e r s t i t i o n , dogma and f a i t h . He t h e r e f o r e 
proposed t h a t s c h o l a r s should t r y to peel away those 
l a y e r s and a r r i v e a t a r e a l h i s t o r i c a l account of Jesus' 
l i f e . T h is caused a major c h r i s t o l o g i c a l c r i s i s . As 
Dermot Lane s t a t e s : 
"A wedge was d r i v e n between the h i s t o r i c a l 
J e sus and the C h r i s t of the gospels. A road 
block was s e t up on the t r a d i t i o n a l highway 
between Jesus and C h r i s t or what i s now c a l l e d 
the Jesus of h i s t o r y and the C h r i s t of 
f a i t h . " 3 0 
29. See Dermot Lane, 1975, pp. 20-23, for a f u l l e r 
account. 
30. Lane, 1975, pp. 20-21. 
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The r e s u l t of t h i s was that a much more c r i t i c a l 
approach to B i b l i c a l s t u d i e s was i n i t i a t e d , i n an attempt 
to d i s c o v e r the r e a l , h i s t o r i c a l J e s u s . The h i s t o r i c a l 
J e s u s emerged as much more human than had ever been 
dreamt, but there was a knock on e f f e c t to t r a d i t i o n a l 
c h r i s t o l o g y . The Chalcedonian d e f i n i t i o n was seen to be 
inadequate i n the l i g h t of these new s t u d i e s , both i n 
terms of language, and i n terms of doing j u s t i c e to the 
"newly discovered" humanity of Jesus. T r a d i t i o n a l 
c h r i s t o l o g i e s from above seemed to down play Jesus' 
humanity and therefore a new c h r i s t o l o g y was needed to 
address these i s s u e s ; one that began with Jesus the man. 
I n any case, i t seemed l o g i c a l to begin any l i n e of 
argument with what i s known, and progress from there to 
what i s not known; hence, i f we want to know what God i s 
l i k e , we should begin by looking a t what Jesus i s l i k e 
and use what we l e a r n there to "move upwards" and b u i l d 
up a p i c t u r e of God i n that way. 
Modern c h r i s t o l o g i e s , "from below", are concerned 
with r e t a i n i n g the humanity of Jesus, which many b e l i e v e 
has been obscured by ancient c h r i s t o l o g i e s . Because of 
t h i s , t h e i r main aim i s to e x p l a i n how a man can become 
d i v i n e , and hence they s t r e s s the S u f f e r i n g , Death and 
R e s u r r e c t i o n of Jesus as opposed to the I n c a r n a t i o n . I n 
Helmeniak's words: 
"This i s an E a s t e r c h r i s t o l o g y . I n the 
r e s u r r e c t i o n , humanity and d i v i n i t y achieve 
p e r f e c t union i n Jesus C h r i s t . The s t o r y 
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comes to i t s completion: the human Jesus i s 
the d i v i n e C h r i s t . Furthermore, the 
r e s u r r e c t i o n i s saving f o r us. Through i t , 
J e s u s ' humanity, shared with a l l of us, 
comes to d i v i n i t y . The high point of human 
h i s t o r y i s a c h i e v e d . " 3 1 
I t seems then, that these contemporary c h r i s t o l o g i e s 
have a d e f i n i t e advantage over the an c i e n t ones. They 
update the language of the C h r i s t event. They f i t our 
modern p s y c h o l o g i c a l and a n t h r o p o l o g i c a l ideas of 
o u r s e l v e s as human beings. They are based on 
h i s t o r i c a l l y r e a l events r a t h e r than preconceived ideas 
about God. They help us to focus on the causes of the 
C r u c i f i x i o n i n terms of Jesus' a c t u a l teaching. And 
f i n a l l y they b r i n g Jesus c l o s e r to us i n His humanity and 
i n His saving a c t of r e s u r r e c t i o n . 
What p l a c e then, has an ancient c h r i s t o l o g y such as 
Origen's i n contemporary t h e o l o g i c a l thought? Why bother 
to study a n c i e n t c h r i s t o l o g i e s a t a l l , other than as a 
way of demonstrating the s u p e r i o r i t y of the new ones? 
The answer l i e s i n the f a c t that modern c h r i s t o l o g i e s 
s u f f e r from a number of flaws. F i r s t l y , many of them 
cl a i m to work from below, r i s i n g from the humanity of 
Jesus to the d i v i n i t y , but such an approach only works i f 
> you know where the d i v i n i t y i s . We could use the analogy 
of a dome to i l l u s t r a t e t h i s ; the ground on which the 
dome r e s t s r e p r e s e n t s the humanity of Je s u s , and the top 
of the dome, His d i v i n i t y . Crawling along the i n s i d e of 
the dome, l i k e an i n s e c t , we could imagine our modern 
31. Helmeniak, 1986, p. 41. 
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c h r i s t o l o g y 3 2 , l e a v i n g the ground and r i s i n g towards the 
d i v i n e . I f we do not know i n e x a c t l y what d i r e c t i o n the 
very apex of the dome i s , we may t r a v e l seemingly 
upwards, miss the top, and r e t u r n to e a r t h on the other 
s i d e of the dome. I n other words, ascending 
c h r i s t o l o g i e s need to know beforehand, a priori as i t 
were, the l o c a t i o n of the d i v i n i t y i n order to be able to 
"ascend" i n the r i g h t d i r e c t i o n ; they presume the di v i n e , 
so begging the question they are t r y i n g to re s o l v e , and 
indeed, can be seen as high c h r i s t o l o g i e s i n d i s g u i s e 
( i r o n i c a l l y , almost l i k e a r e v e r s e "docetism"). 
Secondly, most c h r i s t o l o g i e s from below f a i l to get 
o f f the ground, such that we are l e f t with Jesus as a 
gre a t man, but not God (Ebionism): 
"Humanity, even to the nth degree i s not 
d i v i n i t y and does not n e c e s s a r i l y i n d i c a t e 
d i v i n i t y i n humanity" 3 3 
T h i r d l y , more r a d i c a l forms of low c h r i s t o l o g y 
suggest that Jesus C h r i s t began as a human and became 
God. Somehow, the p o t e n t i a l of human development i s seen 
as l i m i t l e s s , perhaps due to our own contemporary 
s c i e n t i f i c and evolutionary p a t t e r n s of thought. Jesus 
i s then, the ultimate human being, so much so that He 
evolves i n t o the d i v i n e , a l l o w i n g us to do l i k e w i s e a f t e r 
He has been f i r s t to do t h i s . But a c l o s e r examination 
of such a scheme r e q u i r e s that God be i n process ( i e . 
32. What Dermot Lane d e s c r i b e s as a "low-ascending 
c h r i s t o l o g y " . Lane, 1975, p. 18. 
33. Helmeniak, 1986, p. 43. 
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Jurgen Moltmann), which i s i t s e l f h i g h l y debatable, and 
can end only i n Adoptionism a t best, or Arianism a t i t s 
worst, with shades of Panentheism and Pantheism i n 
between. 
Indeed, the advent of modern c h r i s t o l o g y based on 
c r i t i c a l b i b l i c a l study has l e d to what many b e l i e v e to 
be a new age of Arianism, and the evidence f o r such a 
view i s apparent to any who seek i t . What i s more i t has 
escaped from the r e l a t i v e o b scurity i n everyday terms, of 
the theologians' tomes, and i n t o the very heart and soul 
of our s o c i e t y which i s our c h i l d r e n , v i a the dubious 
q u a l i t y of many schemes of R e l i g i o u s Education c u r r e n t l y 
i n use w i t h i n our schools. For example, i n the course of 
my ca r e e r , as a teacher of R e l i g i o u s Education i n Roman 
C a t h o l i c secondary schools, I am compelled to ask my 
p u p i l s , who range from eleven to nineteen years of age, 
who they think Jesus i s ; and i t always s u r p r i s e s me, and 
indeed concerns me, the high number of them who express 
views t h a t can only be described as e i t h e r E b i o n i t e , 
Adoptionist or Ar i a n . Modern c h r i s t o l o g y has, i n the way 
th a t i t f i l t e r s down to the young, f o s t e r e d the idea that 
anything goes, as long as you think Jesus was a " n i c e " 
person; a view that i n the end t r i v i a l i s e s J esus C h r i s t 
and l e a d s them to regard C h r i s t i a n i t y as i r r e l e v a n t . 
I n c onclusion, i t can be seen t h a t modern 
c h r i s t o l o g i e s f a i l to bridge the gap between the human 
and the d i v i n e , i n much the same way t h a t a n c i e n t 
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c h r i s t o l o g i e s f a i l to bridge the gap between the d i v i n e 
and the human. What i s more, they stumble a t almost 
e x a c t l y the same points, modern theologians a r r i v i n g a t 
e s s e n t i a l l y a n c i e n t h e r e t i c a l views from below, r a t h e r 
than above. I n the end, the i s s u e which, as Helmeniak 
r i g h t l y s t a t e s , cannot be fudged 3" 3, i s that to be God 
means to be necessary, while being human means to be 
contingent. To echo S t . Athanasius, you are e i t h e r God or 
you are c r e a t u r e . There are no h a l f measures. 
Nevertheless, C h r i s t i a n s b e l i e v e that Jesus C h r i s t 
i s f u l l y d i v i n e and f u l l y human, i n the t r a d i t i o n of the 
Chalcedonian compromise formula. T h i s b a s i c tenet of 
f a i t h s t i l l r e q u i r e s some s o r t of explanation, l e s t we 
are to emulate Wittgenstein and r e f u s e to t a l k about what 
we cannot know. I t i s i n the C h r i s t i a n t r a d i t i o n to 
c o n s t a n t l y seek to e x p l a i n the unexplainable, and while 
we may not succeed, i t does us good to w r e s t l e with the 
problems. 
What appears to be required i s a c h r i s t o l o g y that 
bridges the human and the d i v i n e more con v i n c i n g l y than 
e i t h e r the high or the low. I t i s here, where Origen's 
c h r i s t o l o g y may be of use, and i n order to show how t h i s 
i s the case, we w i l l need to see where h i s c h r i s t o l o g y 
f i t s i n t o the high-low framework examined above. 
There i s no doubt that Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y has, 
l i k e most an c i e n t c h r i s t o l o g i e s , been considered to be 
34. Helmeniak, 1986, p. 45. 
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"from above" s i n c e i t does contain most of what we would 
expect to f i n d i n such a c h r i s t o l o g y . But i t r e t a i n s 
c e r t a i n f e a t u r e s which are at odds with those other high 
c h r i s t o l o g i e s . T h i s w i l l be examined p r e s e n t l y . 
Dealing f i r s t with the way i n which h i s Chr i s t o l o g y 
conforms to a high model, we can observe Origen's 
s t a r t i n g point as one of b e l i e f and f a i t h . We have seen 
p r e v i o u s l y i n chapter 1 how h i s e n t i r e l i f e was devoted 
to h i s firm and u n f a i l i n g b e l i e f i n God. We can a l s o see 
t h a t i n formulating h i s c h r i s t o l o g y , he begins with the 
Father, from above, e t e r n a l l y begetting the Son, who i s 
t h e r e f o r e c o - e t e r n a l with the F a t h e r 3 5 . Whether or not 
we choose to b e l i e v e that Origen i s s y s t e m a t i c or not, he 
n e v e r t h e l e s s begins with a p i c t u r e of Heaven, with the 
Father, the Son and the Holy S p i r i t . C r e a t i o n then 
f o l l o w s . 
So f a r we have the beginnings of a high c h r i s t o l o g y . 
But i t i s not E a r t h and the p h y s i c a l Universe which i s 
created, but the f i r s t order of c r e a t u r e s , the 
p r e - e x i s t e n t s o u l s , the A n g e l s 3 6 . The d i v i s i o n between 
d i v i n e and c r e a t u r e occurs i n Heaven, r a t h e r than between 
Heaven and E a r t h . Earth i s c r e a t e d as a r e s u l t of the 
f a l l i n g away of the p r e - e x i s t e n t s o u l s from around the 
Logos, so they have somewhere to go, r a t h e r than to 
o b l i v i o n . The I n c a r n a t i o n i s explained by having the 
35. De Princ. I , 1 deals with the Father, while the 
f o l l o w i n g I , 2, 2 o u t l i n e s h i s d o c t r i n e of the e t e r n a l 
begetting of the Son from the Father. 
36. De Princ. I , 7, 1 - 8, 2. 
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p r e - e x i s t e n t s o u l of Jesus, the only soul not to f a l l 
away, joining with the S o n 3 7 , as we have seen i n chapter 3 
above. I n t h i s way, i t i s p o s s i b l e for the Son to enter 
i n t o the m a t e r i a l world by way of a mediator i n the soul 
of J e s u s : 
"This s o u l then a c t i n g as a medium between 
God and the f l e s h ( f o r i t was not p o s s i b l e 
for the nature of God to mingle with a body 
apart from some medium), there i s born, as 
we s a i d , the God-man, the medium being that 
e x i s t e n c e to whose nature i t was not contrary 
to assume a body." 3 1 3 
But Origen seems r e l u c t a n t to say very much about 
the mechanism of the a c t u a l b i r t h of Jesus from Mary's 
womb, suggesting that he i s not altogether happy about 
the I n c a r n a t i o n . We have examined Origen's weakness on 
the I n c a r n a t i o n above, i n chapter 3, where, i n the end, 
we were forced to examine h i s views on the R e s u r r e c t i o n 
and the Redemption i n order to piece together h i s thought 
on the I n c a r n a t i o n 3 9 . T h i s i s perhaps the f i r s t c l u e 
t h a t Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y does not f i t n e a t l y i n t o the 
t r a d i t i o n a l framework of a c h r i s t o l o g y from above. 
Origen has indeed moved the mystery of the I n c a r n a t i o n 
from the m a t e r i a l , e a r t h l y realm, to the heavenly, 
e x p l a i n i n g how the d i v i n e and the created could be 
joined, before even the m a t e r i a l world e x i s t s . But i n 
37. De Princ. I I , 6, 3. Origen goes on to use the famous 
analogy of the bar of i r o n e n t e r i n g the hot f i r e i n I I , 
6, 6. 
38. De Princ. I I , 6, 3. 
39. I n Origen's short chapter on the In c a r n a t i o n , he 
r a t h e r n e g a t i v e l y a s s e r t s i t s i n c o m p r e h e n s i b i l i t y and 
mysteriousness. De Princ., I I , 6, 2. 
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doing so , he simply s h i f t s the stage from the 
divine/human area, to the d i v i n e / c r e a t u r e area; the 
question of how C h r i s t can be both d i v i n e and c r e a t u r e a t 
the same time i s e s s e n t i a l l y the same as the question of 
how He can be both d i v i n e and human a t the same time. 
The s e t t i n g has changed but the question remains. We can 
see how, whether we speak of the E a r t h and the Universe, 
or the f i r s t order of created beings, we are e s s e n t i a l l y 
t a l k i n g about the same di v i d e , the same, seemingly 
unbridgable gap: what i s God and what i s not. 
I f we accept t h i s , then there i s an element of a 
c h r i s t o l o g y from below w i t h i n Origen's thought. The 
p r e - e x i s t e n t but created soul of Jesus chooses to remain 
f a s t and true to the divine Son, and i t does so from a 
p o s i t i o n of freedom, not compulsion; the so u l of Jesus 
has to f r e e l y choose to j o i n with the Son e l s e there 
would be no r e a l union, and more importantly, there would 
be no I n c a r n a t i o n ! This idea can be seen to be 
remarkably s i m i l a r to modern, low c h r i s t o l o g i e s . 
What i s more, while the i n i t i a t i v e remains with the 
d i v i n e , i n that the Son wishes to save h i s c r e a t u r e s , he 
can only do so i f they want to be saved, i f they are 
f r e e l y w i l l i n g to give t h e i r l i v e s , and the s o u l of Jesus 
i s . The saving a c t then, becomes the death and 
R e s u r r e c t i o n . Again we have what purports to be a modern 
c h r i s t o l o g i c a l point of view. Indeed, i t i s Origen's 
view of the r e s u r r e c t i o n i n general, and h i s use of the 
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much misunderstood concept of the "form" or eidos to 
ex p l a i n our c o n t i n u i t y between the e t h e r e a l and the 
m a t e r i a l , which shows us that whether we e x i s t m a t e r i a l l y 
or e t h e r e a l l y , we are e s s e n t i a l l y i n the same order of 
ex i s t e n c e : t h a t of f i n i t e , contingent and creat e d beings. 
T h i s then enables us to see the In c a r n a t i o n i n Heaven as 
containing elements of a c h r i s t o l o g y from below. 
More c l e a r l y , we can de t e c t another element of a 
c h r i s t o l o g y from below i n considering, as G r i l l m e i e r and 
Gunton d o 4 0 , the movement i n f a i t h of the "true 
b e l i e v e r " . I n Gunton's words: 
"The movement from above i s a movement 
of thought from e t e r n i t y to time i n 
which the temporal p a r t i c u l a r s are f i r m l y 
subordinated to the i n i t i a l t h e o l o g i c a l 
scheme. But corresponding to t h i s movement 
and answering to i t i s the movement whereby the 
b e l i e v e r may ascend from what Origen c l e a r l y 
b e l i e v e s to be an i n f e r i o r form of b e l i e f , that 
i n C h r i s t as c r u c i f i e d , to the more e l e v a t e d 
b e l i e f i n C h r i s t as the Logos."*'1 
E s s e n t i a l l y , Origen puts forward a scheme of degrees 
of b e l i e f , or f a i t h . Some b e l i e v e only i n the c r u c i f i e d 
J e s u s , others b e l i e v e i n the Logos as a r e s u l t of t h e i r 
p h i l o s o p h i c a l i n q u i r i e s , and so on. These d i f f e r e n t 
degrees or stages of b e l i e f became l i k e a ladder which 
b e l i e v e r s climb i n t h e i r f a i t h struggle, and hence they 
a t t a i n the next degree or step of f a i t h as t h e i r b e l i e f 
deepens* 2. Now while Origen may have seen t h i s as a 
40. G r i l l m e i e r , 1975, pp. 143; Gunton, 1983, p. 38. 
41. Gunton, 1983, p. 38. 
42. See C.Cels. I l l , 62 f o r example. I t i s c u r i o u s to 
c o n t r a s t t h i s idea with Antonio Gramsci's scheme of 
r e l i g i o n i n s o c i e t y , where he puts forward the i d e a of 
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"ladder of b e l i e f " , he i s c e r t a i n l y not suggesting that 
the s i m p l e r f a i t h i s not f a i t h , or i s somehow not as 
important, much as we would be f o o l i s h to devalue the 
simple f a i t h demonstrated i n the wonderful and famous 
s t o r y about the French c o a l man, who simply s i t s i n 
church and looks a t God, and God looks a t him. 
We can then see that Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y , while 
being g e n e r a l l y from above, contains elements of those 
from below. I t i s a l s o c l e a r that the d i s t i n c t i o n 
between high and low c h r i s t o l o g i e s i s not a 
s t r a i g h t f o r w a r d and c l e a r cut one; i t i s p o s s i b l e f o r 
c h r i s t o l o g i e s to f i t i n t o both camps, or between them. 
As Gunton concludes: 
"... the example of Origen should make us 
cautious of an oversimple c o n t r a s t between 
the two supposed methods, and between anci e n t 
and modern Christology. "'83 
There are, of course, major d i f f e r e n c e s between h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y and modern low c h r i s t o l o g i e s i n g e n e r a l . But 
there does indeed seem to be some connection between the 
modern approach and Origen's, as a s h o r t comparison with 
one of them w i l l demonstrate. 
As an example of a t y p i c a l modern c h r i s t o l o g y , we 
s h a l l take James Mackey's. The reason f o r t h i s choice i s 
t h a t h i s p o s i t i o n s t r a d d l e s the spectrum of the d i f f e r e n t 
types of modern c h r i s t o l o g y which we have a l r e a d y 
three d i f f e r e n t l e v e l s of b e l i e f : a) the R e l i g i o n of the 
I n t e l l e c t u a l s , b) the R e l i g i o n of the People and c) 
F o l k l o r e . See John Fulton's 1987 a r t i c l e i n Sociological 
Analysis, 1987, f o r a f u l l e r account of Gramsci's scheme. 
43. Gunton, 1983, p. 39. 
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o u t l i n e d above. I t i s c e r t a i n l y not the most r a d i c a l of 
c h r i s t o l o g i e s , but j u s t borders the extremes of 
L i b e r a t i o n Theology, while s t i l l attempting to keep f a i t h 
with the more t r a d i t i o n a l models. I t can t h e r e f o r e be 
r e p r e s e n t a t i v e of c h r i s t o l o g i e s below i n i t s c e n t r a l 
approach. 
I n h i s book, Jesus, the Man and the Myth, Mackey 
begins with the notion that the h i s t o r i c a l Jesus bears 
l i t t l e resemblance to the mythical Jesus, as S t . Paul 
presents him i n h i s l e t t e r s . I t i s Paul who has reshaped 
Jesus i n t o the kerygmatic myth t h a t l e a d s C h r i s t i a n i t y 
to consider the I n c a r n a t i o n as i t s c e n t r a l f e a t u r e 4 * . 
Mackey attempts to uncover the h i s t o r i c a l Jesus and f a l l s 
j u s t s h o r t of a t t e s t i n g t h at the R e s u r r e c t i o n d i d not 
happen: 
"The r e s u r r e c t i o n of Jesus i n the New Testament 
i s not p r i m a r i l y an event l i k e b i r t h , baptism 
or b i o l o g i c a l death"" 8 3 
The myth of Jesus , he e x p l a i n s , grows over time and 
i s f i n a l l y e s t a b l i s h e d with the defeat of Arianism a t 
Nicea i n 3 2 5 4 S . He demonstrates c o n s i d e r a b l e sympathy 
with A r i u s along the way, r e g r e t t i n g t h a t he was not 
r e c o n c i l e d to the Church because of h i s death 4" 7. So f a r 
we f i n d nothing t h a t c o i n c i d e s with Origen, and some 
would add nor with C h r i s t i a n i t y . 
44. Mackey, 1979, pp. 173-194. 
45. Mackey, 1979, p. 119. 
46. Mackey, 1979, pp. 210-240. 
47. Mackey, 1979, p. 227. 
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What makes Jesus s p e c i a l i s h i s r e l a t i o n s h i p with 
God. His b a s i c humanity opens the door to the Father, i n 
t h a t the d i s c i p l e s met God through the man, but only met 
the man 4 6. This r a t h e r confusing view i s based on John 
1:18 - "No one has ever seen God; the only Son, who i s i n 
the bosom of the Father, he has made him known", 14:9 
- "He who has seen me has seen the Father", and 19:5 -
"Here i s the man". Mackey appears to be a r r i v i n g at some 
s o r t of mediating C h r i s t , but only on a human l e v e l . 
Whatever e l s e we may think of Mackey's c h r i s t o l o g y , here, 
a t l a s t , there i s some s o r t of s i m i l a r i t y with Origen's 
idea of the Son as image of the F a t h e r and of the C h r i s t 
as mediator. I n a s i m i l a r way, Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y a l s o 
c e n t r e s on the r e l a t i o n s h i p between the F a t h e r and the 
Son. 
I t i s a p i t y that Mackey's c h r i s t o l o g y leads him, i n 
the end,to the brink of heresy, i f not a c t u a l l y over i t ; 
^ j i f Mackey i s r i g h t , then we are worshipping a man. 
Granted that he i s a s p e c i a l man with the only d i r e c t 
" h o t l i n e " to God, but he i s s t i l l only a man, and to 
worship him the way the ancient church did would simply 
be i d o l a t r o u s . We could then worship anyone who had a 
p a r t i c u l a r l y c l o s e r e l a t i o n s h i p to God! 
I t i s a l s o a p i t y that Mackey has d i s c a r d e d a l l 
a n c i e n t c h r i s t o l o g y , e l s e he would have n o t i c e d the 
s i m i l a r i t i e s between Origen's thought and h i s own. I n 
48. Mackey, 1979, p. 233. 
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the one p l a c e where he does mention him, he shows that 
l/jlhis knowledge of h i s (ghristology i s a f l e e t i n g one, by 
u s i n g him to back up A r i u s 1 p o s i t i o n a t Nicea; we have 
al r e a d y seen how that i s a gross o v e r s i m p l i f i c a t i o n . 
But there does appear to be some mileage i n t r y i n g 
to match up p a i r s of complementary a n c i e n t and modern 
c h r i s t o l o g i e s , so that the lower c h r i s t o l o g y can jump the 
gap from man to God, and the higher c h r i s t o l o g y i s forced 
to take C h r i s t ' s humanity s e r i o u s l y . T h i s i s why many 
more comparisons between i n d i v i d u a l a n c i e n t and modern 
c h r i s t o l o g i e s must be c a r r i e d out, and t h i s is p r e c i s e l y 
what the l a t e F r . James Lyons was attempting to do i n h i s 
posthumously published book The Cosmic Christ in Origen 
and Teilhard de Chardin. We s h a l l examine some of i t s 
content p r e s e n t l y . 
Lyon's book f i r s t deals with the h i s t o r y of the term, 
"Cosmic-Christ", t r a c i n g i t s beginnings back to Germany 
i n the e a r l y nineteenth century, and looking at the 
development of i t s meaning up u n t i l T e i l h a r d de Chardin. 
T e i l h a r d appears to have formulated h i s i d e a of a 
Cosmic-Christ i n order to r e c o n c i l e c h r i s t o l o g y to the 
s c i e n t i f i c world. The advances i n Astronomy i n 
p a r t i c u l a r seem to have prompted questions about the 
uniqueness of the C h r i s t event given the f a c t t h a t l i f e 
may w e l l e x i s t i n other s t a r systems and g a l a x i e s . 
T e i l h a r d suggests therefore a Cosmic-Christ, who i s 
intermediary between the realm of the transcendent God, 
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and the whole of the Universe. C e r t a i n l y , t h i s would 
pla c e c h r i s t o l o g y i n the centre of a process of evolution 
that may w e l l be occuring elsewhere i n the Universe. I t 
fo r c e s c h r i s t o l o g y to take i n t o account the whole of 
c r e a t i o n , and not j u s t the planet Earth"6®. He sees the 
Universe unfolding and developing towards a f i n a l , 
transcendent aim which he c a l l s Omega 3 0, and with which 
C h r i s t must be involved i f he i s to be the Alpha and 
the Omega. For T e i l h a r d , C h r i s t ' s cosmic nature i s 
involved i n s u s t a i n i n g the Universe, as w e l l as being 
party to i t s c r e a t i o n , and being present i n s i d e of i t i n 
terms of His humanity. 
T e i l h a r d moves to a " t r i p l e d i s t i n c t i o n aftlanature of 
C h r i s t " s i , such that the h i s t o r i c a l C h r i s t and the Cosmic 
C h r i s t ( C h r i s t as Omega) can be r e c o n c i l e d with the 
d i v i n i t y of C h r i s t . He d i d t h i s i n order to ensure that 
while he had room to develop h i s c h r i s t o l o g y along 
evolutionary and developmental l i n e s , he could remain true 
to the past as w e l l . As Lyons s t a t e s : 
"But with the a i d of t h i s t r i p l e d i s t i n c t i o n 
he was able to make what he regarded as a 
necessary move i n C h r i s t o l o g y , without 
n e g l e c t i n g the i n s i g h t s of i t s c l a s s i c a l 
p o s i t i o n confirmed a t Nicea and Chalcedon" 3 2 
T e i l h a r d then remains open to the ideas that he 
f i n d s i n the Fathers of the Church, and i n p a r t i c u l a r , 
Origen, with whom he shares t h i s Cosmic-Christ concept. 
49. Lyons, 1982, pp, 69-73. 
50. See Lyons, 1982, pp. 205-210. 
51. Lyons, p. 71. 
52. Lyons, 1982, p. 71. 
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There are subtle d i f f e r e n c e s between the two men's 
r e s p e c t i v e concepts of a Cosmic-Christ, the main one 
being t h a t while T e i l h a r d has come to h i s viewpoint from 
below, from a recognition of the evolutionary nature of 
the Universe to some as yet undefined r o l e , Origen has 
a r r i v e d a t the idea of a mediating Cosmic-Christ from 
above, from an idea of e f f i c i e n t c a u s a l i t y 3 3 . However, 
the two concepts together produce, to my mind, a tension 
which approaches the p o s i t i o n of C h r i s t i n the Cosmos 
both from h i s humanity and from h i s d i v i n i t y , and which 
might be very c l o s e to the i d e a l c h r i s t o l o g y which takes 
both the high and low wings of c h r i s t o l o g y i n t o account 
without each one threatening the other. Lyons study 
shows t h a t there i s a need for f u r t h e r r e s e a r c h i n t o 
matching up ancient high c h r i s t o l o g i e s with modern low 
ones. 
C u r i o u s l y , a f i n a l i s s u e i s r a i s e d by the very f a c t 
t h a t although T e i l h a r d ' s concept of the Cosmic-Christ 
appears not to have been a r r i v e d a t from above, i t cannot 
r e a l l y be s a i d to have evolved from the h i s t o r i c a l Jesus 
alone; i t does s t i l l r e l y on some form of p r e - e x i s t e n t 
C h r i s t (whether you c a l l i t Logos or not, i n the 
t r a d i t i o n a l s e n s e ) . So again, we r e t u r n to the thorny 
and a l l e g e d l y h e r e t i c a l d o c t r i n e of the pre-existence. 
T h i s d o c t r i n e of the p r e - e x i s t e n c e r e t u r n s time and time 
53. Lyons, 1982, pp. 211-213. 
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again i n any d i s c u s s i o n of Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y , and 
t h e r e f o r e deserves a c l o s e r i n s p e c t i o n . 
So f a r we have seen how Origen uses the idea of the 
p r e - e x i s t e n t s o u l of Jesus i n order to e x p l a i n the 
mechanics of the I n c a r n a t i o n before i t a c t u a l l y happens 
i n the e a r t h l y r e a l m 3 4 . As we have a l s o seen, t h i s i n 
turn f o r c e s him to employ a d o c t r i n e of the pre-existence 
of a l l the s o u l s , e l s e J e s u s ' s o u l would be more than 
human, and there would be no humanity i n C h r i s t , with a l l 
the i m p l i c a t i o n s that t h a t c a r r i e s 3 5 . 
Further, Origen adds t h a t these s o u l s , although 
created, have i n a sense always e x i s t e d , e l s e God could 
not be c a l l e d a l l powerful i f he has nothing to be 
powerful o v e r 3 6 . To put i t 
simply, God has always c r e a t e d . 
I t i s a l s o c l e a r that although there are 
s i m i l a r i t i e s between t h i s d o c t r i n e , and the P l a t o n i c 
scheme of things, Origen d i d not get i t from Platonism 
d i r e c t l y , but v i a P h i l o , and more importantly from 
S c r i p t u r e 3 " 7 . However, the d o c t r i n e was condemned as 
h e r e t i c a l i n the s i x t h century, a f t e r having been r a i s e d 
as o b j e c t i o n a b l e by Epiphanius, back i n the fourth 
54. Note that i t has happened i n the created, contingent 
world which i s the f i r s t order of c r e a t i o n , which i s 
p r e c i s e l y the realm of a l l the p r e - e x i s t e n t s o u l s . 
55. Origen i s i n f a c t guarding a g a i n s t the erosion of the 
humanity of C h r i s t , much l i k e the modern c h r i s t o l o g i e s 
c l a i m to do, but without undermining h i s d i v i n i t y . 
56. De Princ. I , 2, 10 coupled with I , 4, 5. 
57. Bostock, 1987, pp. 257-263. See a l s o chapter 4, pp. 
122-124 above. 
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century. But i s t h i s condemnation merited? Should we 
not r e c o n s i d e r i t i f i t helps up to bridge the gap 
between the d i v i n e and the human? I b e l i e v e the answer 
to these questions must be yes, even at the r i s k of 
a t t r a c t i n g c r i t i c i s m . C e r t a i n l y , i f Mackey can be 
sympathetic towards Arius, then the matter of 
r e s u r r e c t i n g an ancient condemned d o c t r i n e and using i t 
to inform our c h r i s t o l o g y can be performed i n r e l a t i v e 
s a f e t y . 
But how can Origen's d o c t r i n e of the pre-existence 
of s o u l s enable us to f i n d a l i n k between high and 
low c h r i s t o l o g i c a l p o s i t i o n s ? Bostock s t a t e s the problem 
thus: 
"Most modern theology, concerned as i t i s 
to maintain the parameters of a r e d u c t i o n i s t 
r a t i o n a l i s m , has i n s i s t e d t h a t the 
pre-existence of the s o u l i s simply a p o e t i c 
d e s c r i p t i o n of personal s i g n i f i c a n c e . This 
viewpoint however has impaled modern theology 
on the horns of a dilemma. E i t h e r i t r e j e c t s 
the c l e a r B i b l i c a l evidence fo r the 
pre-existence of C h r i s t , and reduces t h i s to 
mere metaphor. Or i t accepts that C h r i s t was 
a p r e - e x i s t e n t heavenly being, who was 
apparently s u i g e n e r i s . But i n that case h i s 
humanity i s i n s e r i o u s doubt, while the 
defence of h i s d i v i n i t y w i l l l e a d almost 
i n e v i t a b l y to a form of A p o l l i n a r i a n i s m . 
And so the horns of the dilemma remain: 
e i t h e r the B i b l i c a l evidence i s r e j e c t e d , 
or the humanity of C h r i s t i s undermined. 
The end r e s u l t , as has been s a i d , i s that 
the Chalcedonian d e f i n i t i o n d i e s the death 
of a thousand q u a l i f i c a t i o n s . " s s 
But i s Bostock r i g h t ? I s there no way to solve the 
dilemma? I f we accept the d o c t r i n e of the p r e - e x i s t e n c e 
58. Bostock, 1987, p. 259. 
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of a l l the s o u l s , then there may be a s o l u t i o n . T h i s 
concept e f f e c t i v e l y moves the c h r i s t o l o g i c a l a c t i o n i n 
terms of the I n c a r n a t i o n from the e a r t h l y to the 
heavenly, but i t takes with i t a l l of humanity too! As I 
s t a t e d p r e v i o u s l y i n t h i s chapter, i f you can see t h a t 
the f i r s t order of c r e a t i o n i s e s s e n t i a l l y equivalent to 
the e a r t h l y realm of e x i s t e n c e , then what i s being s a i d 
i s that the a t t r i b u t e s which make us human are the same 
as those which make us c r e a t u r e s i n the f i r s t p l a c e . God 
does not change p o s i t i o n ; he i s s t i l l necessary. But we, 
whether i n the form of p r e - e x i s t e n t s o u l s , or bodily 
humans are s t i l l c r e a t u r e s and therefore contingent. I t 
follows then that the d i f f e r e n c e i n "height", f o r want of 
a b e t t e r word, between the realm of the created 
p r e - e x i s t e n t s o u l s , and the realm of the m a t e r i a l e a r t h l y 
c r e a t e d humans, i s j u s t a matter of degree, r a t h e r than 
nature. From God's point of view, there w i l l be a 
minimal amount of d i f f e r e n c e between them i f we consider 
how l a r g e the gap between God and c r e a t u r e i s . The two 
l e v e l s of created e x i s t e n c e are therefore v e r i t a b l y 
interchangeable. 
I f t h i s i s the case, then we could consider the s o u l 
of the p r e - e x i s t e n t Jesus to be i d e n t i c a l with the human, 
h i s t o r i c a l Jesus as he was seen by h i s human 
contemporaries. The h i s t o r i c a l Jesus then, j o i n s with 
the Logos as a r e s u l t of h i s f r e e l y choosing to do so, 
f u l l stop. Once the two become one, and here we could 
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again r e f e r to Origen's analogy of the i r o n entering the 
f u r n a c e 5 3 9 , we have the I n c a r n a t i o n . The d i f f e r e n c e i s 
t h a t t h i s time, we are able to consi d e r t h i s event from 
below as w e l l . The h i s t o r i c a l Jesus could be s a i d to be 
that man who, as a r e s u l t of h i s evolutionary 
development, and 95 a r e s u l t of, more than anything e l s e , 
the c r o s s , i s able to reach i n t o and become joined to 
God, opening the way for us to follow i f we can do the 
same. I t i s the c r o s s which i s the culmination of t h i s 
development, and f i n a l l y determines t h i s , representing 
the u l t i m a t e death to one's s e l f f o r the h i s t o r i c a l Jesus; 
the u l t i m a t e s e l f s a c r i f i c e , the ul t i m a t e turning towards 
God, and the ultimate obedience and l o y a l t y to God's 
w i l l , i n the same way t h a t the p r e - e x i s t e n t soul of Jesus 
must become incarnate and deny i t s e l f the comfort of 
e x i s t i n g i n a higher realm, even to the i n d i g n i t y and 
pain of having to descend to H e l l . I n both cases, the 
d e c i s i o n i s made due to f r e e w i l l , and due to a 
w i l l i n g n e s s to give a l l i n order to follow God's plan. 
We have then a r r i v e d a t an explanation of the 
I n c a r n a t i o n from below, v i a the C r u c i f i x i o n , and i n 
agreement with Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y . 
We could be c r i t i c i z e d on a number of points though, 
so each w i l l need to be addressed. F i r s t l y , i f the two 
realms are interchangeable, then why do we need the f i r s t 
one a t a l l ? We could do away with the f i r s t order of 
59. De P r i n c . I I , 6, 6. 
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c r e a t i o n a l t o g e t h e r . We would not need to have s o u l s , 
our humanity would be enough. But t h i s would mean that 
we would not a l l s t a r t o f f as equals, the cards being 
stacked h e a v i l y against those who are the most 
d e f e n c e l e s s i n the world, l i k e the handicapped, or the 
unborn aborted babies, having no r e a l chance to choose 
f r e e l y to d i e to themselves. The answer must therefore 
be no, we cannot do away with the realm of the 
p r e - e x i s t e n t s o u l s , and i t i s important to r e a l i z e that 
i t i s because of t h i s t h a t Origen argues f o r that 
p r e - e x i s t e n c e i n the f i r s t p l a c e 6 0 . I n t h i s case then, 
the two l e v e l s are not interchangeable, so our 
c h r i s t o l o g y seems to f a i l . 
Secondly, i t could be argued t h a t we have to accept 
an o n t o l o g i c a l concept from above, i n the form of the 
d o c t r i n e of pre-existence, i n order then to proceed 
from below. Surely then, our so c a l l e d c h r i s t o l o g y from 
below presupposes the one from above f i r s t , and i f t h i s 
i s the case, then our Origen-based c h r i s t o l o g y must f a i l 
to achieve i t s goal. I n r e p l y , we could employ the 
f o l l o w i n g argument from experience, or from 
non-experience as the case may turn out to be. 
L e t us think back to a time when we d i d not e x i s t . 
T h i s i s not an easy task as we were not here to remember 
what happened. We have two c h o i c e s : we can look a t 
h i s t o r i c a l evidence and f i n d out about t h a t time when we 
60. De Princ. I , 8, 1 . 
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did not e x i s t , but t h i s i s not the point of the e x e r c i s e ; 
or we can t r y to imagine a time before we were born 
p e r s o n a l l y . This i s what i s r e q u i r e d . However, we s t i l l 
cannot remember anything. E i t h e r we e x i s t e d and cannot 
remember or we did not e x i s t a t a l l . The f i r s t answer 
could be explained by means of a l l manner of 
r e i n c a r n a t i o n t h e o r i e s , but we would be u n l i k e l y to take 
them too s e r i o u s l y . The second however, i s impossible to 
conceive; we cannot remember a time when we were not, and 
we cannot conceive of one e i t h e r . As f a r as we are 
concerned we have always e x i s t e d . Perhaps we have always 
e x i s t e d . Perhaps we have always e x i s t e d , even i f i t i s 
j u s t as a p o t e n t i a l e x i s t e n c e i n the mind of God. 
Perhaps we p r e - e x i s t e d . Now while t h i s argument does not 
prove that the p r e - e x i s t e n c e i s r e a l 6 1 , i t does 
demonstrate that the concept of a p r e - e x i s t e n c e i s not 
n e c e s s a r i l y incompatible with our own human experience. 
However, whether t h i s c h r i s t o l o g y stands or f a l l s , 
we can c l e a r l y see t h a t the d o c t r i n e of the p r e - e x i s t e n c e 
i s not only one of the most important p a r t s of Origen's 
c h r i s t o l o g y , but that i t a l s o has much to o f f e r as a 
t h e o l o g i c a l concept, d e s p i t e i t s condemnation. C e r t a i n l y 
i t i s worthy of f u r t h e r i n v e s t i g a t i o n i n the f u t u r e . 
I n conclusion then, we have b r i e f l y examined some of 
the ideas r a i s e d by modern s c h o l a r s h i p concerning 
61. We could add "Perhaps we didn't e x i s t but are too 
s e l f centred and f u l l of our own s e l f importance to 
consider i t s e r i o u s l y " . 
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Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y . As a r e s u l t we have seen how the 
study of Origen has gained i n p o p u l a r i t y i n recent years, 
and how i t i s beginning to be considered both orthodox 
and r e l e v a n t today. 
We have a l s o attempted to p l a c e h i s c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
i d e a s back i n t o the l i m e l i g h t as f a r as modern 
c h r i s t o l o g y i s concerned, and we f i n d that while there 
are problems with adapting i t to contemporary 
c h r i s t o l o g y , Origen does not compare that unfavourably 
with many other c h r i s t o l o g i e s that c l a i m to have made a 
step forward i n t h i s f i e l d . 
Having completed our examination of Origen's modern 
legacy as f a r as i s p o s s i b l e i n t h i s work, we s h a l l now 
move to evaluate h i s c h r i s t o l o g y i n the l i g h t of what we 
have learned i n the course of t h i s study. 
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CONCLUSION. 
In summing up t h i s study i t w i l l be u s e f u l to 
examine the l i m i t e d nature of the work c a r r i e d out. I n 
short, we s h a l l look a t what i t does not do, before we 
look a t what has been achieved. 
I t was hoped to compare Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y with 
some of the more r a d i c a l L i b e r a t i o n c h r i s t o l o g i e s , such 
as t h a t of Jon Sobrino. However i t has become apparent 
as t h i s study has progressed, t h a t such a comparison 
would bear l i t t l e f r u i t as i t i s d i f f i c u l t to f i n d much 
common ground that could be used as a s t a r t i n g point. 
Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y contains l i t t l e that the L i b e r a t i o n 
theologians would consider r e l e v a n t . F i r s t l y there i s no 
r e a l p o l i t i c a l element to h i s c h r i s t o l o g y as there i s i n 
L i b e r a t i o n Theology. T h i s i n i t s e l f i s hardly s u r p r i s i n g 
given Origen's a s c e t i c l i f e s t y l e and endurance of 
s u f f e r i n g . 
Secondly there appears to be l i t t l e a p p r e c i a t i o n of 
the s t r u g g l e of the poor i n a sense that i t does not 
i n s p i r e them to d i r e c t a c t i o n , as has been the case with 
L i b e r a t i o n Theology. Yes, there i s s u f f e r i n g and 
oppression, but i t i s a s u f f e r i n g to be endured and 
r e j o i c e d over, and not fought back agai n s t , as can be 
seen from Origen's view of martyrdom 1. T h i s would be 
unacceptable to the L i b e r a t i o n theologians. 
1. I n chapter 1, pp. 13-14, above, we saw how Origen was 
a t t r a c t e d to martyrdom, l i k e many C h r i s t i a n s of h i s time. 
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There i s obviously no Marxist s l a n t to Origen's 
thought; h i s s o l u t i o n s to the i n j u s t i c e s i n the world l i e 
i n the doctri n e of p r e - e x i s t e n c e , and hence the 
"reward i n Heaven" idea that Marx hated because i t helped 
to l e g i t i m a t e the oppression of the poor. 
Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y cannot r e a l l y see Jesus i n the 
mould of rev o l u t i o n a r y p o l i t i c a l leader, s t r i v i n g to 
b e t t e r the l o t of the poor. Nor does he see any need 
to do so as the s a l v a t i o n C h r i s t i s o f f e r i n g i s not 
e a r t h l y but heavenly, given the t r a n s i e n t nature of 
peoples' stay on the E a r t h . 
These observations do not mean that such a 
comparison w i l l not be p o s s i b l e i n the future, but i t 
f a l l s beyond the scope of t h i s study. Therefore we s h a l l 
move on now to the more p o s i t i v e conclusions that have 
a r i s e n i n the course of t h i s study. 
I n chapter one we placed Origen w i t h i n the 
h i s t o r i c a l context of h i s own l i f e and times, which 
enabled us to i n t e r p r e t p a r t s of h i s c h r i s t o l o g y as 
products of h i s own p a r t i c u l a r h i s t o r i c a l concerns 
throughout the t h e s i s . I t has helped to make sense of 
some of the more d i f f i c u l t a s p e c t s of h i s thought, and 
explained them as pre-occupations of h i s own time and 
s i t u a t i o n . As an example, the f a c t that Origen tends to 
c o n t r a d i c t himself i n many p l a c e s can only be explained 
i f we r e a l i s e the co n d i t i o n s under which he utt e r e d many 
of these c o n t r a d i c t i o n s : those c o n d i t i o n s included h i s 
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method of teaching, the f a c t that many of h i s " w r i t i n g s " 
were i n f a c t reported by h i s stenographers i n the most 
u n l i k e l y s i t u a t i o n s , and that most of h i s sermons were 
given without any p r i o r knowledge of which t e x t s were to 
be expounded on, and indeed from memory. 
We a l s o came across the current debate between the 
two schools of thought on Origen's work; those who see 
h i s theology as a system, and those who see h i s theology 
as an i n t e l l e c t u a l and s p i r i t u a l e x e r c i s e (gymnastikos) . 
T h i s too has permeated the e n t i r e t h e s i s . 
I n chapter two, then, we examined the corpus of h i s 
w r i t t e n legacy, and what remains of the o r i g i n a l works. 
We d i s c o v e r e d the d i f f i c u l t i e s of t r y i n g to p i e c e 
together h i s thought from only a p a r t i a l p e r s p e c t i v e of 
h i s whole work. We a l s o came across a p a r t i c u l a r problem 
which may cause d i f f i c u l t i e s f o r the E n g l i s h speaking 
student l i k e myself, and that i s the l a c k of r e c e n t , 
c r i t i c a l t r a n s l a t i o n s of a l l of Origen's work. I would 
suggest t h a t what i s needed i s a complete e d i t i o n of a l l 
of Origen's s u r v i v i n g work i n E n g l i s h , and i n c o r p o r a t i n g 
the l a t e s t c r i t i c a l d i s c o v e r i e s . To my knowledge, there 
i s no such work, and unless one i s c u r r e n t l y being 
undertaken, or has been produced very r e c e n t l y , i t i s a 
need which needs to be met. This i s p a r t i c u l a r l y true 
i f , as we concluded e a r l i e r should happen, Origen's work 
i s to reach a wider p u b l i c . 
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C e r t a i n l y t h e f a c t t h a t much o f t h e French 
s c h o l a r s h i p has been t r a n s l a t e d i n t o E n g l i s h i s a welcome 
development, b u t much s c h o l a r s h i p remains a v a i l a b l e o n l y 
i n German which I have n o t been a b l e t o make much use o f 
except t h r o u g h t h e h e l p o f German f r i e n d s , and 
p a r t i c u l a r l y i n Spanish, which w h i l e I am a b l e t o 
understand f u l l y , I have n o t always been a b l e t o o b t a i n 
i n t h i s c o u n t r y . I t i s hoped t h a t t h e c o n t i n u i n g t r e n d 
t o t r a n s l a t e i m p o r t a n t books on O r i g e n a l s o extends t o 
monographs and a r t i c l e s . 
I n c h a p t e r t h r e e we un d e r t o o k t o i d e n t i f y t h e 
c o n s t i t u t i n g elements i n Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y , and assess 
each one i n t u r n . We were t h e n a b l e t o i d e n t i f y t h e main 
t h r u s t o f h i s c h r i s t o l o g y . 
God t h e Fat h e r e t e r n a l l y begets t h e Son, f o r whom 
t h e r e are a s e r i e s o f epinoia o r t i t l e s . The e x a c t 
r e l a t i o n s h i p between t h e f a t h e r and Son remains 
p r o b l e m a t i c f o r O r i g e n , and c o n t a i n s elements o f 
s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s m . The Holy S p i r i t , w h i l e a l s o b e i n g God 
and a l s o b e i n g b e g o t t e n i n a sense, appears f u r t h e r 
s u b o r d i n a t e d . T h i s s u b o r d i n a t i o n however i s h e l d i n 
t e n s i o n w i t h t h e u n i t y and e q u a l i t y o f t h e T r i n i t y , such 
t h a t i t i s o n l y an apparent s u b o r d i n a t i o n , and 
e f f e c t i v e l y one o f t h e economy o f t h e T r i n i t y , as opposed 
t o i t s o n t o l o g y . I t i s the F a t h e r who c r e a t e s , t h r o u g h 
t h e Son (who w i l l a c t as m e d i a t o r ) , t h e f i r s t o r d e r o f 
r a t i o n a l b e i n g s , t h e p r e - e x i s t e n t s o u l s . They a r e 
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c r e a t e d w i t h f r e e w i l l and t h i s leads t o t h e i r f a l l , 
w hich r e s u l t s i n t h e c r e a t i o n o f the U n i v e r s e and 
e s p e c i a l l y t h e e a r t h and H e l l , as p l a c e s where t h e f a l l e n 
can e x i s t i n m a t e r i a l b o d i e s . The p r e - e x i s t e n t s o u l o f 
Jesus t h e n j o i n s permanently w i t h t h e Son so t h a t t h e 
p r e - e x i s t e n t C h r i s t i s then a b l e t o become i n c a r n a t e . The 
de a t h and R e s u r r e c t i o n o f C h r i s t i s t h e s a v i n g a c t which 
enables t h e f a l l e n s o u l s , now embodied, t o f i n d a p a t h 
back t o God. E q u a l l y though, they c o n t i n u e t o have f r e e 
w i l l and may f a l l f u r t h e r i n t o H e l l . C h r i s t ' s redeeming 
a c t i n t h e Passion enables t h e s o u l s t o have a pathway t o 
t h e d i v i n e , so t h a t C h r i s t i s now t h e m e d i a t o r between 
t h e d i v i n e r e a l m and t h e c r e a t e d realm; t h i s g i v e s C h r i s t 
a cosmic d i m e n s i o n , which we examine l a t e r i n c h a p t e r 
f i v e . The epinoia Were the n examined b r i e f l y , and i t was 
d i s c o v e r e d t h a t t h e y are c e n t r a l t o t h e Son's i d e n t i t y 
and b e g e t t i n g . 
I n t h e course o f t h i s c h a p t e r , o b j e c t i o n s and 
c r i t i c i s m s t o h i s c h r i s t o l o g y a re r a i s e d and addressed, 
and t h e t e n s i o n s between t h e " s y s t e m a t i c " and t h e 
" s p e c u l a t i v e " become c l e a r . I t becomes app a r e n t t h a t h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y i s bound up w i t h o t h e r elements o f h i s 
t h e o l o g y , so t h a t t h e y appear t o form a system. But t h e 
d i f f i c u l t y i n summing up h i s c h r i s t o l o g y n e a t l y i s 
apparent even from t r y i n g t o w r i t e t h e p r e v i o u s 
p aragraph. 
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I t i s n o t so much t h a t Origen's t h e o l o g y does n o t form 
some s o r t o f "system" o r scheme, but t h a t i t i s n o t a 
f u l l y c o h e r e n t scheme, i n t h a t i t has not been a r r i v e d a t 
i n a " S y s t e m a t i c " way. T h i s i s why h i s c h r i s t o l o g y can 
o f t e n appear t o be confused. I t i s f a i r l y c l e a r t h e n , 
t h a t t he o n l y way t o make sense o f i t i s i f i t i s n o t 
c o n s i d e r e d s y s t e m a t i c , i n t h e way t h a t C r o u z e l has 
suggested t h r o u g h o u t h i s l o n g s c h o l a r s h i p . 
The f i n a l i m p o r t a n t p o i n t t o be r a i s e d i n t h i s 
c h a p t e r i s t h e p o s i t i o n o f O r i g e n as r e g a r d s h i s 
s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s m . Again, i t depends on what we c o n s i d e r 
t o be s u b o r d i n a t e , and t h e argument t h a t t h e 
s u b o r d i n a t i o n i s r e a l l y t o do w i t h t h e economic r o l e s o f 
t h e T r i n i t y , r a t h e r than an o n t o l o g i c a l one, seems t o 
make good sense. I t does however r a i s e t h e problem o f 
Origen's o r t h o d o x y , and i t i s i n c h a p t e r f o u r t h a t t h e 
a n c i e n t c o n t r o v e r s i e s s u r r o u n d i n g O r i g e n a r e examined. 
I n t h e f o u r t h c h a p t e r , a h i s t o r i c a l o v e r v i e w o f t h e 
c o n t r o v e r s i e s and a c c u s a t i o n s t h a t f a c e d Origen's t h o u g h t 
i s u ndertaken, and the r o l e i n these o f h i s c h r i s t o l o g y 
i s emphasized. The c o n c l u s i o n we reach from t h i s 
o v e r view i s t h a t O rigen has been u n f a i r l y t r e a t e d o ver 
t h e c e n t u r i e s , e s p e c i a l l y as r e g a r d s h i s c h r i s t o l o g y , and 
f o r reasons beyond h i s c o n t r o l because he i s a l r e a d y dead 
and because c e r t a i n l a t e r h i s t o r i c a l events such as t h e 
A r i a n c o n f l i c t s u b s t a n t i a l l y changed t h e c h r i s t o l o g i c a l 
g o a l p o s t s . Nobody would dream o f j u d g i n g and condemning, 
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say, Pope Pius V who was Pope d u r i n g t h e C o u n c i l o f T r e n t 
i n t h e s i x t e e n t h c e n t u r y , because he would n o t have 
agreed t o t h e c o n t e n t o f the Second V a t i c a n C o u n c i l . Yet 
t h i s i s what happened t o Origen. 
I t would be f a i r here, t o r a i s e t h e p e r i p h e r a l 
q u e s t i o n o f Origen's s a l v a t i o n . I n t h e t r a d i t i o n a l 
framework o f , f o r example, t h e Roman C a t h o l i c Church, 
t h e o n l y r e a l o b s t a c l e t o s t a t i n g t h i s would be h i s 
condemnation a t t h e Second C o u n c i l o f C o n s t a n t i n o p l e i n 
553, b u t we have examined evidence t o show t h a t t h e 
anathemata a l l e g e d l y presented t h e r e formed no p a r t o f t h e 
minutes o f t h e C o u n c i l , and t h a t t h e whole i n c l u s i o n o f 
them as p a r t o f t h e C o u n c i l ' s decrees i s somewhat 
s u s p e c t 2 . Should Origen then be made a S a i n t ? Should 
t h e r e be a campaign t o have him b e a t i f i e d ? I t i s 
d o u b t f u l whether such an event would e v e r be c o n s i d e r e d , 
b u t i t has indeed become "more reasonable t o b e l i e v e t h a t 
O r i g e n was saved t h a n i t i s t o b e l i e v e t h a t he was 
damned"3. 
I n t h e f i n a l c h a p t e r we d e a l t w i t h Origen's 
c h r i s t o l o g y i n t h e p r e s e n t t i m e , c o v e r i n g t h e d i r e c t i o n 
o f O r i g e n s c h o l a r s h i p , and the r e l e v a n c e o f h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y t o d a y . We f i n d t h a t O r i g e n a t l a s t i s 
b e g i n n i n g t o g e t t h e acknowledgement t h a t he r i g h t f u l l y 
d eserved, and t h a t was denied him t h r o u g h no r e a l f a u l t 
o f h i s own. 
2. See Chapter 4, p. 104, n.17, above. 
3. John P i c o , quoted by T r i g g , 1983, p. 255. 
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As f o r h i s r e l e v a n c e today, our comparison o f h i s 
t h o u g h t w i t h some modern c h r i s t o l o g i e s r e v e a l e d t h a t 
O r i g e n may w e l l have much t o o f f e r s t i l l , w h i l e i t was 
acknowledged t h a t t h a t c o n t r i b u t i o n i s n e c e s s a r i l y 
l i m i t e d . 
Moving on t o areas f o r f u r t h e r s t u d y , we concluded 
t h a t t h e way f o r w a r d m i g h t be by a s e r i e s o f d i a l e c t i c 
a n c i e n t t o modern c h r i s t o l o g i c a l comparisons, so t h a t a 
s y n t h e s i s c h r i s t o l o g y may emerge t h a t f u l f i l l s t h e 
c r i t e r i a o f b o t h those who see t h e need f o r a p p r o a c h i n g 
C h r i s t from above, and those who p r e f e r t o approach Him 
from below. O r i g e n 1 s c h r i s t o l o g y r e p r e s e n t s a good 
c a n d i d a t e t o r e p r e s e n t t h e a n c i e n t s . T h i s was evidenced 
b o t h by t h e e x c e l l e n t comparison t h a t Lyons produced o f 
Or i g e n and T e i l h a r d de C h a r d i n . On t h a t p o i n t , t h e 
concept o f t h e Cosmic-Christ i n O r i g e n deserves f u r t h e r 
i n v e s t i g a t i o n . The same must be t r u e o f t h e d o c t r i n e o f 
P r e - e x i s t e n c e , b u t w i t h t h a t concept much work h a i already 
bee.n done. 
The s t u d y o f Origen's c h r i s t o l o g y , and e s p e c i a l l y 
t h e comparison o f i t t o modern c h r i s t o l o g i c a l concepts^ 
does r a i s e t h e i s s u e o f t h e n a t u r e o f c h r i s t o l o g y i n t h e 
f i r s t p l a c e . C h r i s t o l o g y has n o t o n l y changed from t h e 
h i g h t o the low, b u t i t has a l s o , as a r e s u l t o f becoming 
low, a t t a c h e d s o t e r i o l o g y t o i t s e l f , i n t h e c o n c e n t r a t i o n 
on t h e Passion o f Jesus, which modern c h r i s t o l o g i e s from 
below i n v a r i a b l y do. When we compare a n c i e n t 
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c h r i s t o l o g i e s t o modern ones we must be a b l e t o take t h i s 
i n t o account. So what i s c h r i s t o l o g y ? , what s h o u l d i t s 
aim be? I f i t i s t o prove t h a t Jesus i s God, t h e n how 
can we have f a i t h i f we have p r o o f ? I f i t i s t o prove 
how God became Man, how can we ever t a k e Jesus' humanity 
s e r i o u s l y ? A t b o t h ends o f t h e c h r i s t o l o g i c a l spectrum 
we f a l l s h o r t o f p r o o f . A c h r i s t o l o g y t h a t c l a i m s t o 
prove something w i l l almost c e r t a i n l y be suspect i n t h a t 
t h e t e n s i o n between God and man w i l l be m i s s i n g ; t h e r e 
w i l l be no mystery, no f a i t h , no wonder, i n t h i s 
c h r i s t o l o g y . Perhaps c h r i s t o l o g y ought t o be c o n s i d e r e d 
as merely a t o o l by which one can approach Jesus C h r i s t 
p e r s o n a l l y , whether i t be from above o r below. 
A f i n a l s i m p l e o b s e r v a t i o n , w h i c h i s s t r i c t l y 
s p e a k i n g n o t i n t h e c o n t e x t o f t h i s s t u d y , b u t which i s 
w o r t h c o n s i d e r i n g i s the remarkable a c c o r d between modern 
s c i e n c e and O r i g e n . Throughout t h i s t h e s i s we have had 
o c c a s i o n t o compare Origen's a l l e g e d l y outmoded ideas t o 
those o f t h e w o r l d o f science, and we have seen t h a t 
t h o s e outmoded ideas c o n t a i n e d a s p a r k o f t r u t h t o them. 
Here a r e a few examples. Origen's i d e a s on how t h e body 
can be r e s u r r e c t e d , u s i n g t h e i d e a o f t h e changing 
m a t e r i a l s u b s t r a t a b u t the same form, f i t s r emarkably 
w e l l w i t h what sc i e n c e i s b e g i n n i n g t o show about t h e way 
m a t t e r f i l t e r s t h r o u g h t h e body. L i k e w i s e , t h e i d e a t h a t 
s t a r s and p l a n e t s might be l i v i n g b e i n g s sounds almost 
r i d i c u l o u s . We are about t o remark on how backward t h e 
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A l e x a n d r i a n i s i n h i s s c i e n t i f i c knowledge, when a l o n g 
comes s c i e n c e a g a i n and b e g i n s t o say s i m i l a r t h i n g s 
about s t a r s and p l a n e t s ; f o r example t h e "Gaia" t h e o r y . 
As a f u r t h e r area o f s t u d y and r e s e a r c h , i t would be 
i n t e r e s t i n g t o make a comparison between modern s c i e n c e 
and t h e n a t u r e o f t h i n g s as e x p l a i n e d by O r i g e n . 
To sum up t h e n , i n o r d e r t o e x p l a i n Origen's 
c h r i s t o l o g y we must c o n s i d e r i t s h i s t o r i c a l and c u l t u r a l 
s e t t i n g i n t h e church o f t h e t h i r d c e n t u r y . To remove 
a l l h i s t o r i c a l c o n t e x t f r o m i t w i l l n o t do i t j u s t i c e . 
Sadly, over t i m e , t h i s i s p r e c i s e l y what has happened t o 
i t , as many o f t h e c r i t i c i s m s l e v e l e d a t i t were due t o 
t h e m i s u n d e r s t a n d i n g s o f l a t e r d e t r a c t o r s , caused by 
n o t t a k i n g i n t o account t h e h i s t o r i c a l ^ l i n g u i s t i c c o n t e x t 
o f i t . I f we are g o i n g t o r e c l a i m i t and make i t 
r e l e v a n t t o d ay, we must be prepared t o do a c e r t a i n 
amount o f i n v e s t i g a t i o n , e x p l a n a t i o n and " t r a n s l a t i o n " , 
so t h a t i t becomes i n t e l l i g i b l e t o t h e modern mind. T h i s 
i s what modern s c h o l a r s h i p has demonstrated i n r e c e n t 
y e a r s , and what i t has been t h e aim o f t h i s t h e s i s t o 
demonstrate a l s o . 
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